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Record No. 1701 
In the 
Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
at Richmond 
PARKSLEY NATIONAL BANK, ET AL., 
v. 
ACCOMACK BANKING COMPANY, INC. 
FRO~[ THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE COUNTY OF ACCOMACK. 
"The briefs shall be printed in type not less in size than 
small pica, and shall be nine inches in length and six inches 
in width, so as to conform in dimensions to the printed 
records along with which they are to be bound, in accord-
ance with Act of Assembly, approved March 1, 1903; and 
the clerks of this court are directed not to receive or file a 
brief not conforming in all respects to the aforementioned 
requirements.'' 
The foregoing is printed in small pica type for the infor-
mation of counsel. 
M. B. WATTS, Clerk. 
IN 'rHE 
Supre·me Court of Appeals of Virginia 
AT RICfll\iOND. 
Record No. 1701 
PARKSLEY NATIONAL BANK AND G. W .ALTER MAP~, 
ATTORNEY, &c., 
versus 
.A.CCOMACJ{ BANJ{ING CO~IP ANY, INCORPORATED. 
IN RE: PETITION O:B, R-ECEIVER FOR PURCHASE 0}, 
COLL..t\..TERAL HELD BY P .ARKSLEY NATIONAL 
BANI{, AN.D SE·TTLEMENT OF INDEBTEDNESS 
DUEBANK. . 
To the Honorable Judges of the Supreme Court of .Appeals of 
Virginia: 
Your petitioners, the Parksley National Bank and G. WaJ ... 
ter J\IIapp, ... t\..ttorney for said bank, respectfully represent unto 
the Court that they are aggrieved by a final decree entered 
by the Circuit Court of the County of Accomack, in the State 
of Virginia, on the 6th day of February, 1935, in the matter 
of the above petition of the Receiver in the above entitled 
suit, or by so 1nuch of said decree as allows your petitioner, 
the Parksley National Bank, an attorney's fee of $1,250.00, 
instead of $2,500.00, as provided for in two certain notes ag-
gregating· $25,000.00, hereinafter referred to. 
Your petitioners are advised that in refusing to ·allow the 
ten per cent additional attorney's fees, provided for in said 
;" 
2 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
notes the Circuit Court erred to the prejudice of your petition-
ers, which error warrants and calls for the rescinding andre-
versal of so much of said decree as relates thereto, by Your 
Honorable Court. Your petitioners herewith submit a trans-
cript of so much of the record of said Chancery Suit in the 
lower court as is necessary to enable this Court properly to 
decide the case. An examination of this short record will · 
show that the facts in the case are practically undisputed 
and that these facts briefly stated as follows: 
STATEMENT OF FACTS. 
In December of 1931, the Accomack Banking Company, In-
corporated, of Parksley, Virginia, found itself in serious fi-
nancial difficulties and appealed for help to the Parksley N a-
tional Bank, of the same town, 'vhich bank, on December 18th 
and 19th, loaned it $25,000.00, on its two demand notes, for 
$13,000.00 and $12,000.00, secured by collateral notes, bonds 
and a judgment (25 items thereof ag·ainst 16 separate debtors) 
aggregating $51,460.00. . 
On December 21, 1931, the said Accomack Banking Com-
pany failed; and subsequently, in the above entitled suit, the 
Metompkin Bank and Trust Company was, by the .Circuit 
Court of Accomack County, appointed Receiver. 
. Immediately following the failure of said bank, its afore-
mentioned obligations to the Parksley National Bank, to-
gether with the collateral securing same, were, by the ln.t-
ter turned over to its attorney, G. Walter Mapp, for collec-
tion, with the understanding and agreement with said .Attor-
ney that his cmnpensation for all services rendered in that 
behalf was to be the ten per cent attorney's fee provided for 
in both, of said notes, in the following language, to-,vit: 
"If default be made in payment of this obligation we, the 
makers and endorsers, hereby agree to pay ten per centum ad-
ditional as attorney's fee, and we hereby constitute ......... . 
. . . . . . . . , our attorney in fact for the purpose of, and hereby 
authorize said attorney, in the event of such default, to confess 
judgment against us, in the Clerk's Office of the Circuit Court 
of . . . . . . . . . . . . County, Virginia, in favor of the holder of 
this note, for the amount then due thereon, and the 
costs~ including the Attorney's fees herein provided f<;>r." 
Tliat after said notes and collateral were placed in his 
hands for collection the said G. Walter Mapp proceeded vig-
orously to collect from the collateral debtors and likewise 
from the principal debtor, urging the appointment of a Re-
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ceiver, appearing in Court a number of times in the.above 
entitled Receivership suit, examining audits of the failed 
bank, and in general doing everything in his power to realize 
as much as possible from the defunct bank, the collateral at 
that time not being thoug·ht to be worth enough to pay the two 
notes agg-regating $25,000.00 and interest. In connection with 
the collateral notes and bonds and judg·ment, said attorney 
examined or had examined a large number of titles of nu-
merous traets of land (the title to many of which was con-
fused and difficult) embraced in deeds of trust securing a good 
part of said collateral; held numerous conferences with debt-
ors and their attorneys and with J. Harry Rew, Trustee in the 
deeds of trust securing said collateral, and likewise attorney 
for the Receiver, until his death in July, 1933; and later with 
B. D. Ayres, Rew 's successor as .Atty. for Receiver; con-
ducted considerable correspondence with said debtors, their 
attorneys, and others, investigated and ascertained tax lir.ns in 
arrears on the collaterally secured real estate, visited and ex-
amined said real estate, and in some instances had same ap-
. praised, followed the substitution of new Trustees proceedings 
following Re,v's death, in only one of which was the said 
lVIapp, substituted Trustee, for sale, to-wit: Charles H. Poul-
son ; attended all save one of fhe many sales, and resales of 
the property embraced in the deeds of trust securing said col-
lateral; in some cases combined the holders of bonds secured 
along with the collateral held by the Parksley National Bank, 
in an effort to promote bidding and to obtain a fair price 
for the real estate securing same, instituted suits to establish 
priorities in favor of the bonds held by the Parksley National 
Bank as collateral, and establishing priorities in three in-
stances, to-wit: Georg·e R. Berry, William T. Mason, and F. 
C. Lewis, thereby increasing the value of said three items in 
the sum of $5,000.00 or more; filed and prosecuted one Home 
Owners Loan application (William T. Mason); one or more 
of the collateral debtors had filed petitions in bankruptcy, . 
necessitating following said proceedings and a part of the real 
estate, securing said collateral or belonging· to the principal 
debtor, 'vas situated in Worcester County, in the State of 
1\tfaryland, necessitating investigations in the adjoining State 
of 1\iaryland. 
After the value of said collateral at first appraised at less 
value than the debt, had, by various proceedings, means, and 
measures, been liquidated and applied in reduction of the $25,-
000.00 notes, reducing the amount due theraon (not including 
Attorney's foes) to $7,125.55 as of November 22, 1934, and 
the value of the remainder vastly increased, and a substan-
tial equity established by the efforts of said attorney, theRe-
/ 
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ceiver in said cause, at the February, 1935, term of said Court, 
filed its petition asking for authority to pay off the Parksley 
National Bank-the balance due it, and to be permitted to take 
up for the benefit of the general creditors of said defunct 
bank, the collateral oblig·ations held by the creditor bank of 
the principal face value of $34,118.43, appraised by the Re· 
ceive:r ~x-pa·rte at $14,397.80, said petition submitting to the 
Co~rf. the question of the fee or collection charge provided in 
said notes. 
To this petition the Parksley National Bank and G. Walter 
Mapp, its Attorney, filed separate answers, the bank consent-
ing to the taking up of the collateral held by it after the pay-
ment of the balance of indebtedness due, and both of the peti-
tioners contending for the ten per cent stipulated in the notes 
of December 18th and 19th, 1931, aggregating $2,500.00. 
After the introduction of evidence ore tenus, taken steno-
g·raphically, and made a part of the record under said peti-
tion and answers, and argument by counsel, the Oourt, by de-
cree entered on Fe.bruary 6, 19·35, allowed $1,250.00 for the 
services of eounsel, from which decree the Parksley National· 
Bank, and the said G. Walter Mapp noted an appeal, and have 
given the bond required by said decree. 
ISSUE BEFORE THE COURT. 
From the above statement of facts it will appear that the 
only question before this Honorable Court for decision is the 
question of the .Attorney's fee under the provisions of the 
two notes of December 18th and 19th, 1935, for $13,000.00 
and $12,000.00, respectively, aggregating $25,000.00, executed 
by the .Accomack Banking Company, and payable on demand, 
to the Parksley National Bank, said provisions having been 
quoted above and to be found at the bottom of page two and 
top of pag·e three of the record. 
The question of the validity of a provision in a note or bond 
for the collection of an additional ten per cent attorney's fee, 
after the enactment of the Negotiable Instruments Law (.Acts 
1897-8, page 896) was first raised in the suit of Colley v. 8utn-
mers Parrott Hard~vare Com.pany, decided September 11, 
1.916, and 'reported in 119 Virginia, at page 439, in which case, 
after a full and exhaustive discussion of the question by Mr. 
Justice Kelly, such a provision was held to be ''neither usury 
nor a mere penalty'', and was held to be valid and enforceable. 
The case of -Rixey v. P.arre Brothers, 89 Virginia 113, and 
Fields v. Fields, 105 Virg·inia 714, which had held "briefly 
and rather incidentally" contrarily, were by this decision on 
this point overruled. 
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A note added to the opinion in Colley v. Summers, above 
refers to the Virginia Law Register (Volume 2, N. S., page 
321) for· a discussion of the validity of a clause providing for 
Attorney's fees in negotiable notes, which is likewise here 
referred to. 
In Triplett and others v. Secon,d National Bank of Culpeper, 
decided June 14, 1917, and reported in 121 Virginia, at 18~ 
this Court, speaking through Mr. Justice Prentis, held that 
"A provision on the face of a negotiable note for an at 
torney's fee for making collection is valid, subject always to 
the power of the Court, if the fee be unreasonable in amount 
or unconscionable, to reduce it.'' 
. This case refers with approval to the case of Colley v. 
Summers, and also to the Sec.ond Virginia Law Register, 
discussion mentioned above. 
In the case of Cox v. Hagan, decided September 17, 1919, 
and reported in 125 Virginia, at page 565,, opinion by Mr. Jus-
tice Sims, the note then .before the ·Court containing a pro-
vision "to pay costs of collection or ten per cent attorney's 
fee in case payment shall not be ·made at maturity'' it was 
held: 
''The provision for Attorney's fees set out in the preceding 
syllabus, is in substance as if it had been to pay such reason-
able Attorney's fee for collection actually incurred by the law-
ful holder of the note, up to, but not exceeding, ten per cent 
of the amount of the debt due to the holder of the note, prin-
cipal and interest, in case of non-payment of the note at ma-
turity. The rule in this state is in effect that such a contract 
is valid and enforceable to the extent of a reasonable attor.;. 
ney's fee incurred as aforesaid, not exceeding the per eentage. 
• named in the note.'' 
In the case of Atkinson v. N eblertt, et al., decided March 
18, 1926, and reported in 144 Virginia, at page 220, the note 
under consideration provided for the collection of costs, and a 
reasonable attorney's fee, etc., without specifying the amount 
of percentage. The Court, speaking throug·h Mr .. Justice 
Campbell, held that: 
''When the note is silent as to the amount of the Attor-
ney's fee and the right to recover is denied then the same rule 
applies as in other cases and evidence must be introduced to 
sustain the allegation of the declaration that the plaintiff is 
entitled to recover a reasonable attorney's fee.'' 
6 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
No evidence was introduced by the Plaintiff on this point . 
.After a verdict and after the jury was discharg~d the trial 
court allowed a fee and amended the verdict, 'vhich by this 
Court was held improper. The Court, however, at the bottom 
of page 235, refers with approval to all of the cases mentioned 
above. 
, In the University of Richntond v. Stone, et als., decided 
September 22, 1927, and reported in 148 Vh-g·inia, at page 
686, and also in 139 Southeastern, at page 257, ·which latter 
is before counsel, the Court, speaking through Mr. Justice 
West, said, ('The authorities are practically unanimous in 
holding that a provision in a note for the payment of counsel 
fees in the event that the note is not paid at maturity, is a 
valid, binding, and enforceable contract. Since the amend-
tnent of the Negotiable Instruments Law permitting such 
agreements such contracts . have been held valid by this 
Court", quoting all of the cases referred to above. 
The note containing the Attorney's fee of ten per cent 
clause in this case was secured bv a deed of trust on real 
estate that had passed to nun1erous successive purchasers, 
subject to the deed of trust, and it was held that the ten per 
cent c~ause was not only valid but constituted a part of a valid 
but constituted a part of a valid prior lien on the real estate 
securing said note. 
It would seem clear, therefore, to your petitioners, in view 
of the decisions above quoted, and the enormous amount of 
work successfully performed in connection with the collection 
and increase of values of the collateral securities, shown by 
the record, that the said Parksley National Bank was entitled 
to the full ten per cent on the principal of the defaulted 
debt due it by the Accomack Banking Company-indeed, as 
held by Judge Sims in Cox v. Hagan above, was richly en-
titled to it on both principal and a large amount of accru-
mulated interest collected, thoug·h the commission on the in- • 
terest was not demanded. 
Petitioners confidently assert that none of the reported 
cases thus cited above or others show any such complications, 
difficulties, or successful, arduous work done, as do the facts 
in this case. It would be hard to conceive of a more diffi-
cult situation in the collection of any obligation than that 
which confronted counsel for the petitioner, the Parksley N a-
tional Bank, following the failure of the .Accomack Banking 
Company on December 21, 1931, to collect from the failed 
bank, if he could, and from the involved and confused odds 
and ends of doubtful collateral, that, in an emergency, had 
been assigned them, if he must, the sum of $25,000.00, which it, 
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three days before, had advanced in an effort "to tide over" 
and save from failure its local competitor. 
In conclusion your petitioners respectfully submit that the 
strenuous and large amo1mt of work done in this behalf cover-
ing a period of more than three years of diligent effort, as 
-evidenced by the voluminous eleven fil-es of counsel, and the 
records of the lower court, referred to in the evidence, and as 
shown by the verbal evidence of the record, and especially in 
vie'v of the fact that this effort and work created and estab-
lished a large equity in behalf of the Receiver of the Accomack 
Banking Company, by any and every standard entitles your 
petitioners to the fee of $2,500.00, which the Aooomack Bank-
ing Company, by its written contract, in the first instance, cove-
nanted and agreed to pay. 
For the foregoing reasons, as well as·for other errors upon 
the face of the record appearing, your petitioners pray that 
they may he granted an Appeal from and Supersedeas to the 
decree of the Circuit Court of Accomack County, and that 
said decree :q1ay be reversed and annulled and a final decree 
entered in favor of your petitioners by this Court. 
Your petitioners respectfully state that their counsel who 
present this petition for an Appeal and Supersedeas, desire to 
state orally the reasons for reviewing the decision complained 
of, and respectfully ask that they may be given an opportunity 
so to do. 
Your petitioners ask that this petition may be considered 
as its brief with the right to file an additional or supplemental 
brief, if desired. 
Your petitioners respectfully state to the court that a copy 
of this petition has been delivered to B. Drummond Ayres, 
the Attorney of record, who represented the Complainant in 
the Circuit Court and 'vho is now the Attorney for said com-
plainant, and that said copy was delivered to said B~ Drum-
nlOnd Ayres on this the 1st day of August, 1985. 
Respectfully submitted this the 1st day of August, 1935. 
P ARICSLEY NATIONAL BANK and 
G. WALTER MAPP, Petitioners . 
. By J. BROOKS MAPP, 
HERBERT BARNES, 
Counsel for Petitioners. 
We, J. Brooks Mapp and H . .Ames Drummond, Attorneys 
practicing in the Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia, do 
certify tl1at in our opinion the judgment complained of in 
the foregoing petition should be reviewed and reversed by this 
/ 
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Honorable Court, and judgment entered in behalf of. petition-
ers. 
J. BROOKS MAPP, 
H. AMES DRUMMOND. 
Rec'd August 5, 1935. 
M. B. W ATT.S, Clerk. 
Appeal and supersede.as a'varded by the Court. Bond 
$500~00. 
Sept. 16, 1935. 
M. B. W. 
Received Sept. 20, 1935. 
M. B. W. 
RECORD 
VIRGINIA: 
In the Circuit Court of the County of .Accomack. 
State Corporation Commission of Virginia, 
1} • 
.Accomack Banking Company, Incorporated. 
ANSWER OF PARKSLEY NATIONAL BANK, FILED 
FEBRUARY 6TH, 1935. 
In Re: Petition of Receiver for purchase of collateral held by 
Parkslev National Bank and settlement of indebtedness 
due said Bank. 
This respondent, the Parksley National Bank, for answer to 
the petition of the }.feto~pkin Bank and Trust Company, Re-
ceiver in the above entitled cause, or io so much thereof as it 
is advised it should answer, answers and says: 
1st. This respondent admits the lending to the Accomack 
Banking Company, on or about December 18, 1931, the sum of 
$25,000.00, evidenced by two notes of said banking company, 
one executed by the Cashier of the Parksley Branch for $12,-
000.00, the other by the Cashier of the Bloxom Branch for 
$13,000.00, both of said bonds being payable on demand, for 
money at that time advanced th_e Accomack Banking Com-
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pany to meet its overdue drafts and obligations, and to pre-
vent the closing of said bank, which, however, did close and 
ceased to function on the 21st day of December, 1931 ; that 
said loan was made to said hank as a matter of accommoda-
tion and to meet its imperative necessities and with the un-
derstanding it was only for a few days upon representations 
of said bank's officials as to the solvency of said bank, and 
upon their promise to furnish this respondent imn1ediately 
with a detailed and itemized statement of their assets and lia-
bilities, from which its true condition could be ascertained, 
which statement was never furnished; that the said Accomack 
Banking Company at the time of executing and issuing its two 
separate bonds as aforesaid, turned over to your respondent 
by assignment as collateral security to the payment 
page 2 ~ of said bonds, or either of them, the following col-
lateral, twenty-five separate notes or obligations 
aggregating· in f~ce value $51,460.00, to-wit: 
Somers Johnson and Company, endorsed by E. M. 
Johnson, $10,000.00 
Louise Johnson, 1,000.00 
E. C. Pate and Company, 1,000.00 
G. B. Hope, 500.00 
"\Villiam T. Mason and wife , 3,000.00 
Edward 0. Hickman and wife, 2,500.00 
Franklin 0. Lewis, 4,000.00 
Franklin C. Lewis, 2,000.00 
l\I. H .. Hickman, 610.00 
G. W. :Mitchell and Annie L. Mitchell, 1,500.00 
G. W. Mitchell and Annie L. ~Iitchell, 1,400.00 
G. W. ~fitchell and Annie L. Mitchell, 500.00 
G. "\V. l\Htchell and Annie L. Mitchell, 1,000.00 
G. W. Mitchell and Annie L. Mitchell, 1,000.00 
G. W. lVIitchell and Annie L. Mitchell, 1,000.00 
"Charles H. Poulson and Annie E. Poulson, 9,000.00 
Charles H. Poulson and Annie E. Poulson, 9,000.00 
Howard W esse lis and Winnie Wessells, 1,200.00 
Howard Wessells and Winnie Wessells, 900.00 
A. J. Barnes and Maggie E. Barnes, 900.00 
G. Arthur ~1:cAllen and Evelyn McAllen, 3,000.00 
. G. Arthur McAllen and Evelyn McAllen, 1,000.00 
C. D. Nelson and Vernon S. Nelson, 700.00 
George Hickman and Mrs. Georg·e Hickman, 250.00 
George Berry and Rose L. Berry, 1,000.00 
George Berry and Rose L. Berry, 2,500.00 
Total, $51,460.00 
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That following the failure of the Accomack Banking Com-
pany and its suspension of business, your respondent placed 
the collection of its two notes ag·ainst the Accomack Banking 
Company and of the several collateral notes, bonds, and judg-
ments held by it as collateral, into the hands of its regular 
attorney, G. Walter l\{app, and directed him to use all dili-
gence in the collection of said collateral bonds for its own pro-
tection and for the protection of the interests of the Accomack 
Banking Company; that it did so with the understanding and 
agreement with said Attorney that his compensation for his 
services in said matter 'vas to he the ten per centum attor-
ney's fee allowed by said notes in accordance with their con-
tract and as provided in said notes themselves in the follow-
ing· language, to-wit= 
• 
''If default be made in payment of this obligation, we, the 
maker and endorsers, hereby agree to pay ten per centum ad-
ditional as attorney's fee, and we hereby constitute ....... . 
. . . . . . . . our attorney in fact for the purpose of, and hereby 
authorize said attorney, in the event of such default, to con-
fess judgment against us in the Clerk's Office of the Circuit 
Court of . . . . . . . . . . County, Virginia, in favor of 
page 3 ~ the holder of this note, for the amount then due 
th~reon, and the costs, including· the attorney's fees 
herein provided for." • 
And 'vith the clear and distinct understanding 'vith said At-
torney that said ten per centum collection fees was to ·be all 
of the co1npensation, so far as this respondent is concerned, 
that he was to receive for any and all services rendered in con-
nection with the collection of said notes, either .from the maker 
thereof, the Accomack Banking Company, or from the makers 
of the collateral assigned and delivered to this respondent 
by the said Accomack Banking Company. 
2nd. That thereupon said Attorneys gave notice to the 
makers of all of said collateral that it was held by the Parks-
ley National Bank, g·iving the details of said collateral so 
far as same was shown by the o blig·ations ; examined or had 
~xamined the title to the real estate securing said collateral, 
where secured, and p1~oceeded forthwith as rapidly as the 
confused situation would permit without loss or injury to it-
self or the Accomack Banking Company, and as fast as eco-
nomic conditions seem to warrant, to collect said collateral, 
practically all of which was slow and difficult to collect, and 
the payment of much of 'vhich could only be enforced after 
SlJits ·determining· pr-iorities, by the sale·of the real estate se-
~tiring same. 
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S.aid Attorney likewise proceeded to investigate. as best he 
could the affairs of the Accomack Banking C'ompany, the 
principal obligor on said notes, cooperated in having a Re-
-ceiver appointed, and appeared aJ;lY number of times before 
the Circuit Court of Accomack County in an effort to advance 
the interest and protect the rights of respondent; that after 
innun1erable conferences with the officials of respondent and 
its Board of Directors, and after the institution of several 
snits to establish priorities in favor of the collateral held 
by this respondent, following the examination of the titles 
securing said collateral, certain sales have been made and 
items collected, which have reduced the indebtedness due said 
respondent in this behalf to the sum of $8,929.75, 
page 4,} as stated by petitioner, as of the 15th day of No-
vember, 1934, including interest but not including 
any collection charges, provided for in the aforesaid notes, 
a.ll collections from collateral having· been credited to the 
indebtedness of the Accomack Banking Company, thereby 
stopping interest, it being the intention of this respondent, 
and so understood by its counsel, that the fee to be paid him 
'vas to be deducted and paid if and 'vhen the collections from 
the collateral or otherwise were sufficient to pay the indebt-
ness, principal and interest, due by the Accomack Ba:nking 
Con1pany to this respondent. -
3rd. That the collateral now held by this respondent is 
correctly stated in the fourth paragraph of the petition of 
the Receiver, and its face value correctly stated, but this re-
spondent believes that said collateral is worth more than 
the appraised value given by said Receiver. 
This respondent feels that it has been sufficiently patient 
in the colle<:tion of its money from the Accomack Banking 
Company, and in its· conscientious efforts to turn said col-
lateral into cash and that it is now entitled to sell said col-
lateral by public auction, after legal notice, and to pay the 
indebtedness due it by the Accomack Banking Company, in-
cluding the Attorney's fees provided for in the obligations of 
said bank, unless the Receiver is authorized by the Court 
to pay such indebtedness and fees and to take up the collateral 
held by this respondent. This respondent advanced the 
money· in an effort to tide the Accomack Banking Company 
over and has been without the use of its monev in a time of 
great economic and financial stress f'or a period of three 
vears. 
· 4tl1. This respondent, knowing of the tremendous amount 
of work that has been necessary and done in connection with 
the collection and handling of the collateral from which it 
has already realized and large services rendered in con-
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nection 'vith the establishment of the priorities and other 
legal details connected with the collateral not yet realized on, 
believes that the ten per cent collection fee provided for in 
said note is small compensation for the time and 
page 5 ~ servic.es in this behalf by its attorney and that said 
"ten per centum additional as attorney's fees" 
should be allowed this respondent for the payment of its 
Attorney as aforesaid. 
And now having fully answered this respondent . prays to 
be hence dismissed, 'vith its costs in this behalf expended. 
And this respondent will ever pray, etc. 
PARKSLEY NATIONAL BANI{, 
By S. C. WHITE, Cashier._· 
Subscribed and swor:n to before me, the undersigned No-
tary Public, by S. C. 'Vhite, Cashier, this the- 15th day of 
December, 1934. 
VIRGINIA B. BULL, 
Notary Public. 
ANSWER OF G. WALTER 1vfAPP, ATTORNEY, FILED 
FEBR.UARY 6TH, 1935. 
Virginia: In the Circuit Court for the County of Accomack . 
. State Corporation Commission of Virginia. 
v. 
Accomack Banking Company, Incorporated, 
In Re: Petition of Receiver for purchase of collateral held 
by Parksley National Bank and settlement of indebtedness 
due said bank. 
'fhis respondent, G. Walter Mapp, Attorney for the Parks-. 
]ey National Bank, for answer to the petition of the Metomp-
kin Bank and Trust Company, Receiver in the above entitled 
cause, or to so much thereof as he is advised he should an-
s"rer, answers and s9.ys: 
1st. That as Attorney for said bank in the late fall or early 
winter of 1931, he investigated and carried on considerable 
correspondence with the National Banking Authorities, with 
. a view of assisting the Accomack Banking Com-
page 6 ~ pany, then ]moWn to be in financial difficulties by the 
Parksley National Bank, of which he was counsel, 
by combination of said banks, absorption, or a· temporary 
loan from the Parksley National to the Accomack Banking 
/ 
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Company,; that during the week proceedi1lg the closing of. the 
Accomack Banking Company., on December 21, 1931, he was 
present and advising- the Parl,rsley N_ational Bank in several 
confe'rences with the officials of the Accomack Banking Com-· 
pany, and that he personally participated;with the Cashier of 
the Parksley National Bank, in the making of the temporary 
loan on December 18, 1931, of $25,000.00, to ·the Accomack 
Banking· Company, to enable it to carry on and take care of 
its then urgent needs; that following the execution of the 
two notes aggregating $25,000.00, and the delivery by the 
A·ccomack Banking Company to the Parksley National of the 
collateral t~at day assigned and put up to secure the payment 
of said notes, the Accomack Banking Cor.npany finding itself 
in need of further funds a part of which were advanced by 
the Parksley National Barik and have since been paid, this 
respondent called .a meeting of all of the leading bankers 
of Accomack Countv to consider 'vays and means of helping 
the Accomack Banking Company and to prevent its suspen-
sion of operations, which meeting was held at his home and 
lasted from early evening until three thirty on the morning 
of December 21, 1931; that the Accomack Banking Company, 
being without further collateral of value to indemn:ify and 
secure the an1ounts that the banks of Accomack County, in-
cluding· the Parksley National, were ready to put up to tide 
it over its financial difficulties, it was found impracticable 
to. a icl said bank and accordingly it failed to open on said 
21 Rt,-of December, 1931; that thereupon it became necessary 
for the Park~ley National Bank to protect its demand tem-
porary loan of $25,000.00, which it had already made the Ac-
conlack Banking Company, evidenced by two notes secured 
by some twenty-five notes, bonds, and judgments, some se-
cured, some unsecured, totalling $51,460.00; that the Parks-
ley National Bank entered into an agreement with 
pag·e 7 } this respondent w·hereby he was to undertake the 
collection of said two notes, one· for $12,000.00, one 
for $13,000.00, out of said Accomack Banking Company a~ 
1naker or out of the collateral pledged to secure the pay 
1nent of said two notes, 'vith the understanding that he was 
to be compensated for his services in making such collection 
by the agreement of the Accomack Banking Company con-
tnined in both of its notes to pay to the Parksley N ationaj 
B~nk, i,f_def.ault·-be made in the payment of said notes "ten 
per -centum ·additional as attorney's fee", said fees so to be 
collected out of the .Accomack Banking Company, the maker 
of 8aid notes, or the collateral securing said notes, if and 
when collected, to be in full of all fees for his services in 
connection with such collection. 
/ 
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2nd. That this respondent at once notified the makers of 
all of the collateral obligations held by the Parksley N ationa1 
Bank that their paper, properly describing, same showing to 
what date said obligations 'vere credited with interest, were 
held by the Parksley National Bank and that same should be 
1nade direct to said Parkslev National Bank; that said At-
torney then proceeded to examine or to have examined by a 
competent attorney all deeds of trust securing the various col-
lateral items 'vhen same were secured; that this examination 
alone was difficult and involved considerable time and great 
labor; that following such examination it became necessary 
to institute suits to determine the priortties of certain obliga-
tions, which suits instituted in the Circuit Court of Accomack 
County, were construed in accordance with the contention of 
the Parksley N at.ional Bank., as asked for by this respondent, 
and as a result of said construction in the case of George R 
Berry $3,500.00, and in the case of William T. Mason $3,· 
000.00, and in the case of Franklin C. Lewis $6,000.00, the 
value of the collateral having been construed to be a-first lien 
or part of a first lien instead of being held to be a part of a 
first and second lien, was nearly in every instance 
page 8 } doubled; that the handling of said collateral in-:-
volved the ascertainment of tax charges and nunl-
erable other details, including voluminous correspondence and 
innumerable conferences with the several debtors, officials 
of the Accomack Banking· Company and other creditors, where 
the collateral was a part of a larger loan where others were 
interested necessitating the keeping of a large number of sepa-
rate individual files, deallng with each case, that ~t became 
necessary to secure the resig·nation of .certain Trustees and 
th~ appointment of others; that sales had to be had, which 
sales were in many instances attended by said respondent, 
who, by uniting the creditors, speaking for the Park~ley Na-
tional Bank, was able to make the real estate secur.ing the· 
loans hring something approaching a fair value, and thereby 
yielding substantial payment on said collateral, that many of 
thP. tracts of real estate were visited by said Attorney for the 
purpose of maldng a valuation, as well as obtaining the opin-
ion of others as to its value; that it was found expedient to 
postpone some of said sales after they were advertised, neces-
sitating a re·-advertising, and in one case the property had to 
be sold a second time, suhject to the approval of the U. S. 
District Court, and in another case a second suit had to be 
istitnted in order to secure a compliance with the terms of the 
first sale; that ·in all of these details said attorney gave of 
his tin1e and effort without stint, both in conferences, in court 
procedure and in all of the infinite details, involving, in these 
I 
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unusual times, the liquidation of the large number of items 
here involved. 
3rd. That in addition to the services rendered in connec-
tion with the collection of the collateral this respondent as 
attorney for the Parksley National Bank~ was making every 
effort to collect said notes from the .Accomack Banking Com-
pany, urged the appointment of a Receiver and fol-
page 9 } lowed the details of settlement of the affairs .of the 
.Accomack Banking Company' by the Receiver, as 
far as the records a:nd his opportunity for service would 
permit. In the early stages of the collection of the collateral 
before priorities had been determined, it appeared to coun-
sel that the collateral would not be sufficient to pay the two 
notes in question, aggregating $25,000.00 and interest, and 
to that end he gave all possible assistance and made every 
effort to realize as a general creditor of said hanlr the bal-
ance due the Parksley National Bank not paid by the col-
lateral. 
4th. That by construction of deeds of trust in some cases, 
establishing priorities, by sales and re-sales of property, 
and by every possible effort, having succeeded in establishing 
a value to said collateral far in excess of the indebtedness 
it was given to secure, this respondent feels that he has abund-
antly earned and is legally entitled to the ''ten per centum 
additional as Attorney's fee", which the Accomack Banking· 
Company stipulated to pay his client, the Parksley National 
Bank, and for which fee this respondent agreed to handle 
this whole complicated, involved and disagreeable legal mat-
ter; that said fee as stipulated in both of said bonds is neither 
unconscionable, unreasonable, or excessive, but on the con-
trary, is the usual fee so stipulated in this jurisdiction, is 
entirely reasonable and fair, and that in the present case, in 
view of the tim'e, effort, and advice rendered, was insufficient 
and inadequate consideration for the legal work done. 
This respondent therefore prays that the Court may award 
hin1 the full amount of the fee stipulated in the aforesaid 
notes, aggregating $25,000.00, to-wit: fee of $2,500.00, to be 
paid by the said Metompkin Bank and Trust Company, Re-
ceiver of the Accomack Banking Company, the makers of the 
aforesaid notes. 
And now having fully answered this respondent prays to 
be hence dismissed, with his reasonable cost in this 
page 10 ~ behalf expended. 
And this respondent will ever pray, etc. 
G. WALTER MAPP, 
Atty. for Parksley Nat. Bank. 
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Subscribed and sworn to before me, the undersigned Notary 
Public, by G. Walter Mapp, this the 15th day of December, 
1934. ' .. ' . 
t. • ; , ) ; ~ .. • ·: ' -~ : C 1 , 
VIRGINIA B. BULL, 
Notary Public. 
PETITION OF MET·OMPKIN BANI{ AND TRUST COM- . 
PANY, RECEIVER, FILED FEBRUARY 
6TH, 1935. 
Virginia:. 
In the Circuit ·Court for the County of Accomack. 
State Corporation Gomn1ission of Virginia 
v .. 
Accomack Banking Company, Inco1porated. 
To the Honorable John E. Nottingham, Judge of the Court 
aforesaid: 
Your petitioner, the Metompkin Bank and Trust Company, 
Receiver of the Accomack Banking Company, Incorporated,. 
. begs leave to show unto your Honor the following· facts : 
(1) That as will be seen from the various reports filed in 
this cause the Accomack Banking Company, Incorporated, 
was at the time of its closing indebted to the Parksley Na-
tional Bank, of Parksley, Virginia, for money borrowed,- in 
the sum of $25,000.00, which indebtedness was secured by ~ol.:. 
lateral aggregating in face value the sum of $52,893.43. 
(2) That said indebtedness as of the 15th day of November, 
1934, through collection of said collateral by the said Parks-
ley National Bank, of Parksley, Virginia, had been reduced 
to the sum of Eight Thousand, Nine Hundred Twenty-eight 
and 75/100 Dollars ($8,928.75), including interest but not 
including any collection charge provided for in the 
page 11 ~ note given by said Accomack Banking Company, 
Incorporated, to said Parksley N a tiona] Bank, of 
Parksley, Virginia. 
(3) That while said collateral held by the said Parksley 
National Bank, of Parksley, Virginia, -has been· :grooUy--'re-
duced by the collections aforesaid, wbicli have been applied 
to the indebtedness, the balance still held by the said Parks-
ley National Bank, of Parksley, Virginia, in the opinion of 
your Receiver is greatly in excess of the amount owing by 
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the Accomack Banking Company, Incorporated, to the said 
Parksley National Bank, of Parksley, Virginia. 
( 4) That the following is a list of the collateral now held 
bv said Parksley National Bank, of Parksley, Virginia, its 
face value and its appraised value, as appraised by the Ex-
ecutive Committee ·of your Receiver: 
Maker or Makers 
A. J. Barnes 
G. R. Berry 
G. A. McAllen 
G. W. Mitchell 
C. H. Poulson 
F. C. Lewis 
W. T. l\fason 
Son1ers, Johnson & Co. 
E. 0. Hickman 
E. C. Pate & Co. 
Face Value 
900.00 
3,500.00 
3,376.77 
3,956.34 . 
7,587.52 
6,000.00 
3,000.00 
2,750.00 
2,500.00 
547.80 
34,118.43 
Appraised 
Value 
900.00 
3,500.00 
1,700.00 
1,600.00 
1,000.00 
1,500.00 
2,750.00 
900.00 
547.80 
14,397.80 
( 5) That your Receiver has been advised by the Parksley 
National Bank, of Parksley, ·virginia, that the balance due 
them must be paid at once; otherwise, it intends to sell the 
collateral held by it. 
(6) That as will be seen from the above ap-
page 12 ~ praisal, your Receiver is of the opinion that there 
is considerable equity in said collateral, to-wit, at 
least the- sum of Five Thousand, Four Hundred Sixty-nine 
and 05/100 Dollars ($5,469.05), which equity will probably 
be lost to the depositors and other creditors of the Accomack 
Banking Company, Incorporated, unless your Receiver is 
permitted to pay off said indebtedness owing the Parksley 
National .Bank, of Parksley, Virginia, and take up said col-
lateral. 
(7) Your Receiver is also advised that said Parksley Na-
tional Bank, of Parksley, Virginia, is claiming 10% on the 
original face value of the aforesaid indebtedness, to-wit, 10% 
on $25,000.00 or $2,500.00, as Attorney's fee .. 
(8) Your Receiver is of the opinion that this is an exces-
sive fee and without expressing any opinion as to whether or 
not said .Parksley National Bank, of Parksley, Virginia, is 
entitled to a fee or collection· charge provided in its said 
note, and if so, as to the amount of same, it submits this 
question to the Court. 
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WiHEREFORE, Your Petitioner prays .that it may be al-
lowed to file its Petition, and that it ·may be permitted and 
directed to pay off the indebtedness of the Accomack Bank-
ing Company, Incorporated, to the Parksley National Bank, 
of Parksley, Virginia, for the purpose of protecting the col-
lateral held by the said Parksley National Bank, of Parksley, 
Virginia, and regain possession of same for the benefit of the 
depositors and other creditors of the said Accomack Bank-
ing· Company, Incorporated. 
Dated at Parksley, Virginia, this the 28 day of Nov., 1934. 
METOMPKIN BANK AND TRUST COMPANY, 
Receiver of the Accomack Banking Com-
pany, Incorporated. 
By Counsel. 
B. DRUMMOND AYRES, Counsel. 
page 13 ~ Virginia : 
Circuit Court of the County of Accomack, on Wednesday, 
the 6th day of February, in the year of our Lord, Nineteen 
Hundred and Thirty-five. 
State Corporation Comn1ission of Virginia, Pltff., 
against 
Accomack Banking Company, Incorporated, Deft. 
In Chancery. 
On motion of the Metompkin Bank and Trust Company, 
Receiver of the Accomack Banking Company, Incorporated, 
leave is granted it to file its Petition in this cause praying 
for permission to pay the balance due the Parksley National 
Bank, of Parksley, Virginia, and take up the collateral held 
by said Parksley National Bank, and the same is filed ac-
cordingly. 
And on like motion leave is granted the Parksley N at.ional 
Bank and G. Walter :hiapp, Attorney for said Bank, re-
spectively, to file their Answers to said Petition and the same 
are filed accordingly. 
Then this cause came on to be again heard upon the papers 
formerly read, the aforesaid Petitions and Answers, the evi-
dence of Harold A. Littleton taken on behalf of the Peti-
tioner, the evidence of G. Walter Mapp, S. C. White, Ernest 
Ruediger, Elmer W. Somers and Roy D. White taken on be-
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half of the Respondents, said evidence being in open court 
and taken stenographically and to be transcribed and filed 
as a part of the record under said Petition and Answers, 
and was argued by counsel: 
On consideration whereof, it appearing to the Court that 
there was a balance owing the Parksley National Bank as of 
the 15th day of November, 1934, of Eight Thousand, Nine Hun-
dred Twenty-eight and 75/100 Dollars ($8,928.75), which 
amount has been reduced, however, to the sum of Seven Thou-
sand, One Hundred Twenty-five and 55/100 Dollars ($7,-
125.55), as of the 22nd day of November, 1934, and th~t the 
collateral held by said Bank as security to said indebtedness, 
as appraised by the ~Ietompkin Bank and Trust 
page 14} Company Receiver, aggregating in appraised value 
as of said 15th day of November, 1934, the sum of 
Fourteen Thousand, Three Hundred Ninety-seven and 80/100 
Dollars ($14,397.80), which collateral has likewise been re-
duced by the amount paid o·n said indebtedness, and it further 
appearing to the Court that said Parksley National Bank has 
threatened sale of said collateral in the event the balance due 
it is not paid forthwith, and the Court being of the opinion 
that said sale would probably entail a needless sacrifice of 
said collateral and a consequent loss to the creditors of the 
Accomack Banking Company, Incorporated, and being fur-
ther of the opinion that it is to the best interest of the credi-
tors of the said Accomack Banking Company, Incorporated, 
for said Receiver to,pay off the indebtedness owing to the 
said Parksley National Bank for the purpose of redeeming 
said collateral, and the Court being further of the opinion 
th~t the provisions contained in the bonds of the Accomack 
Banking Company, Incorporated, held by the Parksley Na-
tional Bank, originally in the sum of Twelve Thousand ($12,-
000.00) and Thirteen Thousand DoJlars ($13,000.00), re-
spectively, for an Attorney's fee of ten per cent. (10%) is 
unreasonable under the circumstances, and being further of 
the opinion that an attorney's fee of Twelve Hundred Fifty 
Dollars ( $1,250.00) under all the circumstances of the case 
is a reasonable fee for the services of an .Attorney in the 
collection of said bonds, doth adj~tdpe, order and decree that 
the Metompkin Bank and Trust Company, Receiver of the 
Accomack Banking Company, Incorporated, do pay to the 
Parksley National Bank the -sum of Seven Thousand, One 
Hundred Twenty-five and 55/100 Dollars ($7,125.55), with 
interest from the 22nd day of November, 1934, plus an At-
torney's fee of T\Velve Hundred Fifty Dollars ($1,250.00), 
in full settlement of the balance due the Parksley ·National 
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Bank by the said Accomack Banking Company, Incorporated, 
on the two bonds aforesaid, upon said Parksley 
page· 15 ~ National Bank delivering said bonds to said Re-
ceiver duly cancelled, together with all of the col-
lateral remaining in its hands pledged as security to said 
bonds by said Accomack Banking Company, Incorporated; to 
which judgment of the court allowing said attorney's fee in 
part only, the Respondents excepted. 
· And the said Parksley National Bank and G. Walter ~lapp, 
Attorney for said Bank, respectively, representing that they 
are aggrieved by the decision of the Court in failing to allow 
ten per cent (10%) on the sum of Twenty-five Thousand 
Dollars ($25,000.00), as Attorney's fee, as provided for iu 
said notes, and that they desire to present their applications 
for an appeal to the Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
on the question of the allowance of said Attorney's fee alone 
under said Petition and Answers and evidence thereon, and 
'it being further i·epresented to the Court that the said Me-
tompkin Bank and Trust Company, Receiver as aforesaid, 
·and the Parksley National Bank have agreed for the imme-
diate payment of the balance due said Parksley National Bank 
with the exception of said Attorney's fee, upon the following 
te1ms and conditions, to-wit: the said bonds of the Accomack 
Banking Company, Incorporated, in the principal sum of 
'l\velve Thousand ($12,000.00) and 'J;hirteen Thousand Dol-
lars ($13,000.00), respectively, to be retained by the Parks-
ley National Bank instead of being· surrendered, but to be 
credit~d in such manner as to show that the foreg·oing pay-
ment pays the principal and interest due on said notes. in 
·full, leaving unpaid only such Attorney's fee as may be finalJy 
allowed by the Court, on said notes; the Parksley N~tional 
Bank to retain as collateral to said notes the judgment 
against A. J. Barnes arid ~Iaggie Barnes for the principal 
sum of Nine Hundred Dollars ($900.00), the bonds of C. H. 
Poulson aggregating in the face value originally Nine Thou-
.sand Dollars ($9,000.00) in principal amount, and the bonds. 
of F. C. Lewis ag·gregating in face value Six Thou-
page 16 ~ sand Dollars ($6,000.00) in principal amount; the 
remaining collateral, to-wit, the two bonds of G. 
R. Berry aggregating in face value the sum of Thirty-five 
Hundred Dollars ($3,500.00) iu principal amount, the two 
bonds of G. A. McAllen originally aggregating· in face value 
the sum of Four Thousand :Qollars ($4,000.00) in principal 
~mount, the six bonds of G. W. ~Htchell originally aggregating 
il! face value Sixty-four Hundred DoUars ($6,400.00) in prin-
cipal amount, the note of Somers, Johnson & Company, Inc., 
originally in face value Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000.00) 
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in principal amount, the bond of E. 0. Hickman originally 
in face value Twenty-five Hundred Dollars ($2,500.GO) in 
principal amount, and the bond of E. C. Pate & ·Company 
originally in the sum of One Thousand Dollars ($1,000.00) 
in principal amount, the bond of Wm. T. Mason in the prin-
cipal sum of 3,000, and the two bonds of Howard Wessells 
and wife aggregating the principal sum of $2,100.00, to be 
surrendered to the 1\tletompkin Bank and Trust Company, 
Receiver, as aforesaid, together with receipt for the amount 
paid; and the Court being of the opinion that said payment 
is l?roper and tJlat no parties will be prejudiced thereby, doth 
ad~ntdge, order and decree that the 1\ietompkin Bank and Trust 
Company, Receiver as aforesaid, be and it hereby is author-
ized and directed to make payment to the Parksley National 
Ba·nk of the balance of the principal and interest due on 
the indebtedness of the said Accomack Banking Company, 
Incorporated, upon the terms and conditions stated imme-
diately preceding, and leave is then granted to the said Parks-
ley National Bank and G. Walter ~Iapp, Attorney for said 
Bank, or either of them, to file their Petition in the Supreme, 
Court of Appeals praying for an appeal from the decision 
of this Court upon the question of the allowance. of the At-
torney's fee aforesaid upon said Parksley National Bank and 
G. Walter Mapp, Attorney for said Bank, or either of them, 
.or someone for them, or either of them, giving bond in the 
sum of $250.00, with surety deemed sufficient by the Court, or 
its Clerk, conditioned according· to law. 
And the Court reserves, etc. 
page 17 ~ TESTIMONY. 
State Corporation yommission 
v. 
Accomack Banking Company, Inc. 
In Re: Petition praying for authority to pay off indebt-
edness due Parksley National Bank, of Parksley, Virginia. 
Present: Mr. J. Brooks Mapp, for Mr. G. Walter Mapp 
ancl Parksley National Bank. Mr. B. Drummond Ayres, for 
lVfetompkin Bank and Trust Company, Receiver of Accomack 
Banking Company. 
Mr. Ayres: Judge, this relates to the payment to the 
Parksley National Bank, which I had discussed with you, 
of the balance of the indebtedness owing them by the Ac-
comack Banking Company. I expect as good way as any . 
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to read this petition. It is not a long one. (Reads petition.) 
Now "they directed me to file this petition on the assump-
tion that there was in their opinion $5,400.00 equity in that. 
On discussing it with ·Air. Mapp I was acquainted with the 
fact that they were claiming $2,500.00 Attorney's fee, which 
'vould reduce this equity, according to their appraisal, by 
$2,500.00, making the equity $2,900.00 instead of $5,400.00. 
So, in the event Your Honor saw nt to allow that fee I don't 
know whether the Committee would still feel it was to the 
advantage of the bank to take it up or not. They might feel 
that it 'vould be better for the Parksley Bank continue to 
liquidate them and let the indebtedness take care of itself. 
That is a question we can't decide until we see how your 
'Honor feels about the Attorney's fee. 
1\{r. Mapp: I want to read an answer in behalf 
page 18 ~ of the Parksley National Bank and also G. Walter 
swers.) 
Mapp, Attorney for the Petitioner. (Reads an-
Mr. Ayres: I think that the allegations made by Plain-
tiff's petition are admitted without demurrer in your answer. 
I think you have admitted the collection was correct and the 
amount correct as of that date. I see no reason to put evi-
dence on. 
Mr. Mapp: We want to put some evidence on to show the 
work done. 
G. WALTER :MAPP, 
Attorney for Parksley National Bank, being :first duly sworn, 
testified as follows: 
ByMr.Mapp: 
Q. Mr. Mapp, you have heard the answer of the Parksley 
National Bank and your answer read. I will ask this general 
question: Are both of those answers to the best of your 
ltnowledge and belief true? 
A. They are. 
Q. I am going 'to ask you to state, as near as you can, what 
work you as attorney have done in collecting or attempting 
to collect these obligations in question aggregating $25,-
000.00. 
A. Following the conference at my home on the night of 
December 20, 1931,-
The ·Court: I don't want to cut you off, but in the outset, 
the Court can't consider anything prior to the 
page 19 ~ collection of this note and until the same was placed 
in your hands for collection. 
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A. I am coming immediately to that-~nd the closing of 
the bank on the morning of December 21, 1931, the Board 
of Directors of the Parksley National Bank immediately 
called a meeting, not knowing what effect the closing of the 
bank would have on us, and for the consideration of the col-
lateral that we were holding as security to two notes, one 
for $12,000.00, one for $13,000.00, a total of $25,000.00. At 
that meeting the collateral was listed by me, turned over to 
me such parts of it as I then wanted, hut most of it remained 
in the bank, until I called for it, but I made a list of it that 
morning and have a copy of that list, the original, in my 
hands. I then immediate~y notified the makers of all of the 
collateral. 
Q. What date was thisf 
A. The meeting was held either on the day the bank closed 
or just a day or two in the same week. 
Q. Were these two notes, with the collateral, turned ·over 
to you at that time for collection f 
A. They were. 
Q. State what you did after that. 
A. And with the understanding, as set out in the answer 
of the bank, and also in my answer, that my compensation 
for my services in handling this collateral was to be the ten 
per ce·nt stipulated in both of the notes of the Ac-
page 20} comack Banking Company. The first thing I did 
was immediately to notify the maker or makers 
of the 25 pieces of collateral that we had that it was held 
by our bank, giving them the dates to which the collateral 
showed interest had been paid, inquiring if that was correct, 
and calling on them to make payment. and to make payment 
through our bank, as we were the holders of it for value. I 
say that was the first thing. Probably it wasn't either be-
cause I didn't send that letter out until January 14th. As I 
recall the first thing was the examination of the titles of those 
bonds secured by real estate. Quite a number of those. I 
examined some of them. Most of then1 I had examined on 
behalf of the office by Mr. Barnes, who examines .for the 
office. 
Q. Mr. Barnes is with your office, is he not f , 
A. He is associated with the offi·ce, and the work rendered 
by J\tfr. Barnes was covered ·by this same percentage. In 
the r.ase of those that were secured by deed of trust, the deed 
of trust often embraced two, in one instance, on twenty tracts 
of real estate. Twenty on one side of a cr~ek and fifteen on 
the other. At that time it was thought very doubtful that 
we had ·enough collateral to secure the payment of our two 
notes and I also then undertook to ~ee what could be done 
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with the Accomack Banking Company. Late lamented Harry 
Rew, then Attorney for the bank, and I had innumerable con-
ferences, as I did with the Chief Examiner of Banks for the 
. -State of Virginia, ~{r. Bristow. I was in touch 
page '21 ~ with them when the proceeding was filed for aRe-
ceiver; followed that suit in detail; followed tl1e 
examination of the bank hy the auditor; had some two or 
three hearings before your Honor here in connection _with tlle 
affairs of the Accomack Banking Company in that Receiver-
ship suit in an unsuccessful effort to . have the report sho,v 
the items of indebtedness to the bank and show their liabili-
ties. That was very stubbornly opposed by Mr. Rew in 
those hearings. It is o.nly fair to say that I had two or three 
other clients with small deposits who in that connection I 
was also representing, but my main clients was the Parksley 
National Bank in those hearings. That involved having copies 
made of those rather complicated audits and reports that they 
ma<fe, which copies I have I think. I know I have some of 
them on the desk before me. It was hoped at that time 
by Mr. Rew that the Relief Finance Corporation would lend 
them sufficient money to re-open and rehabilitate the bank. 
·.They had a great deal of correspondence but no conferences 
as Mr. Rew was not much of a writer and often down here. 
But when it came to a question of turning this collateral into 
money the detail of that was very great. There was some 
three or four, possibly five, of the smaller notes, one of M. H. 
Hickman for $610.00, one of -C. D. N-elson and Vernon S. N el-
son for $700.00, and Georg·e Hickman and ~Irs. George Hick-
man for $250.00, and one of George B. Hope for $500.00, that 
were paid rather promptly, without any very great 
page 22 ~ labor or c~respondence or details. We didn't 
have much trouble in collecting these. The larger 
items, we were assigned $6,400.00 in bonds of George W. 
Mitchell and Annie L. Mitchell, that was secured on real es-
tate, up here by Gargatha. That involved two sales of lands. 
We had to get an order from the United States Court. 1\fitcb-
ell had gone into bankruptcy. The first sale was, the prop-
erty was knocked down to Charles B. Ross I believe, and Mr. 
Ross was ready to comply and couldn't . get a deed. Then 
we had to get another order of sale, sold a second time. I 
·imagine there must have been at least a dozen conferences 
and. a lot of pulling and hauling._ At the second sale the 
property was purchased by another man and he did comply 
and the deed was furnished him, and that part of it turned 
over to the bank.. The McAllen, George Arthur ~fcAllen and 
wife-
Q. To save going back over it again, in the Mitchell, did 
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the property bring as much, less or more, the second sale! 
A. The first sale, as I recall, was for $2,000.00, and the 
second sale was for $2,600.00, maybe $2,650.00. 
Q. All right. 
A. The G. Arthur McAllen and wife. We were assigned 
one note for $3,000.00 and another bond for $1,000.00. That 
was located near ~fodesto\\rn. The first sale that Mr. Barnes 
and I attended, Dr. Bowdoin was the Trustee, there was some 
difficulty, as I recall, and I finally wrote him that 
page 23 ~ I either wanted him to proceed to make sale and 
liquidate, the property paying no· interest. In fact 
on nearly all of this collateral no interest had been paid for 
some time. The first sale attended the weather conditions 
were bad and some bidders that we had expected to be there, 
we were trying to encourage people to bid, I believe Mr. Gil-
lispie 'vas present at that time, were not present. We asked 
Doctor then to postpone the sale and he did for about two 
weeks. In the meantime Mr. Barnes and I went and looked 
at the property, and had other people go to see it to get some 
idea of local values. That property was finally sold. 
The Court : Who was Trustee in the sale of the Mitchell 
property? 
A. Harry Rew. 
The Court: fie sold it before he died? 
A. Yes. The lVIcAllen also involved a bond endorsed by. 
R. K. Savage, and. that in turn was mixed up in the sale of 
the Savage property and I had to take that up with Mr. 
, vVarner Ames. I believe the bank bought it in. I am just 
stating· these things from memory, but I have them in detail 
in my files. The George Berry and Rosa L. Berry we were 
assigned $3,500.00, as I recall it, of their ·bonds. The ques-
tion came up whether or not we were holding a part of a first 
lien of $8,400.00, or whether we shared ratably with $8,400.00, 
plus some $3,000.00 or $4,000.00 more. Your Honor 
page 24 ~ will recall that the deed of trust that I asked· the 
Court to construe, after securing a certain sum, 
I think the figures were $8,400.00, used the language ''and 
further to secure", what we call an open clause. Mrs. Byrd 
had $2,000.00 and somebody else, one or two other people 
bonds. That suit was very vigorously defended by Mr. Rue-
diger, who I see in Court. I be~ieve 1\ir. Elmer Somers was 
also in the suit, I am not sure of that. Norman Mason was 
-~ir. Mason had himself substituted as Trustee, was adver-
tising for sale, and I had brought this injunction suit for 
the construction of the deed before the sale. The question 
'vas whether we were a part of the $8,400.00 or the total 
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amount secured. I was representing solely the Parksley N a-
tiona! Bank in that. There were ladies also involved in it, 
but the ladies were holding the bonds, an old Mrs. Byrd, as 
I recall. She held $2,000.00, and a man named Hickman held 
one of the bonds, but the question was whether or not there 
was a first and second lien or all ratably. After the Court 
held that the $3,500.00 held by the Parksley National Bank 
secured by that deed of trust was part of a :fir~t lien of $8,-
400.00, the following day I snent the whole day in arranging 
an agreement between holders of the remainder of the $8,-
400.00; that we would make the property bring a given sum 
or that we would purchase the property ratably securing our 
bonds. I attended the sale. The property was put up and 
but for the position taken by the bank with the 
page 25 ~ others then coming· in, if the bank, it was the larg-
est bondholder, did carry the burden of it, we 
made that property bring $9,500.00. There hadn't been a 
bid put on by anyone except the bid by Mr. White and I were 
bidding for the bank, and those associated 'vith us, after 
something· like $4,000.00. 1\fr. White hands me a memoran-
dum of the George Berry matter. The first lien $8,400.00; 
the second $3,680.00, $1,680.00 Barrett ·Hickman .and 1\Irs. 
Byrd $2,000.00. l\{rs. Berry purchased. the property, pay-
ing $1,000.00 in cash. Didn't pay all of the cash payment. 
The matter drifted and I finally had to bring and have pend-
ing here now a second suit requiring, in an effort to secure 
a settlement for that fartn in accordance with the terms. 
After bringing the second suit further payments have been 
made, and a satisfactory arrangement appears to be in the 
offing and we are trying· to work it out so that she will not 
lo~e what she has put in it by securing a Federal Land Bank 
loan. To state the number of conferences-
The Court: Who was Trustee in that Berry deed Y 
A. Mr. Norman lfason. To state 'the number of confer-
ences with lfr. Mason, l\fr. Ruediger representing: some of 
the creditors, and also the Berrys, well, fifteen would be mild 
as to the total number, and the correspondence involved. 
The Franklin C. Lewis. We hold $6,000.00 of those bonds. 
Mr. Rew had adveritsed the sale of the propertv on the north 
side of Hunting Creek for December 29~-1931. ·That was just 
a short while, eight days, after the bank had closed. 
page 26 ~ He 'vanted to know if I tlloug·ht, our bank holding· 
the majority of the bonds secured, that 've had 
better g·o on with the sale. I attended the sale with him and 
we decided that . 've. would. put it up and if the property 
seemed to lJe brtngtng somewhere near its value, that we 
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would let it go. So we did sell on the north side of the 
river all of the houses, lots, store, wharf, etc. Mr. William 
T. J. Lewis bought in the name of his wife a number of those 
tracts. Some other people bought some. Some question 
arose after the sale about a dower, quite a good deal of con-
versation. Mr. Lewis, his wife acknowledged the purchase; 
some of the others did and some did not, but after all kinds 
of pulling and hauling over that another suit had to be 
brought by Mr. Ayres, representing the Receiver, and my-
self, representing the Parksley National Bank, to get that 
dower interest straightened out, to also determine what our 
remedies 'vere ag·ainst the purchasers at that first sale. In 
the meantime :Mr. R-ew had advertised a second sale of the 
farm lands lying south of the river. I went and inspected 
those farms down there to get some idea of their value. Mr. 
White and I attended the sale at Fantom's store. They sold 
three or four or five tracts maybe. We bid on some in an 
effort to run them up. "\Ve bought I believe one or two, 
trying to make our collateral worth something. Mr. Godwin 
and Mr. Gillispie and others were there and they bought 
some of the tracts, but they were selling so cheap 
page 27 } that by common consent the sale was declared off 
after a conference between Mr. Rew and myself, 
and everybody agreed just to--none had been bought ex-
cept by our bank and the other bank, to declare those sales 
a;nulity.. As I say, 1\ir. Ayres and I have since brougl1t a suit 
and we ·have looked at the property on both sides of the 
river. I have taken two different people down there to in-
terest them in the sale of the property. Part of that is .ad-
vertised for this coming Saturday, the 9th. The farm land 
hasn't been advertised. The same question of priorities 
arises in the Lewis deeds of trust that arose in the Berry 
deeds of trust, and that question I raised before the Commis-
sioner, and also raised before Your Honor when the report 
was confirmed in part but not confirmed as to the priorities. 
The same language ''and further to secure'' applies there. 
It is our contention and I think Your Honor agreed, with 
that, although the decree hasn't been entered on that point 
that our $6,000.00 is a priority on that property. The Wil-
liam T. Mason and wife, 1\{r. Norman Mason has been named 
Trustee in that, sale had-advertised the property and was 
going to sell same but I asked him not to, the same question 
·of priority in that. It secures $3,000.00 "and further to se-
cure'' $2,000.00. We hold the $3,000.00 bond, and the ·de-
cision in the Berrv case would control in that matter. In the 
meantime we have made every effort to secure Mr. Mason a 
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Home Owners Loan, lot property in Parksley, and · 
pag~ 28 ~ we figure it is for our interest as well as the Ac-
comack Banking Company to get as large a loan 
as we can on that in the Home Owners Loan. All of those 
details had gone through and whether he is going to get it. 
He got it in in time but nothing has been heard froin it for 
sometime. 
The Court: I see they have opened up again. 
A. I see they are going to open. I am not undertaking 
to give all of the various interviews at home and in the of-
fice in the day or in the night, people like Billy turning up 
on you at night with a little picture or something. Taking 
the Edward 0. Hickman and wife, we were assigned $2,500.00 
bond in that case. ~tfr. Hiclnnan was dead. We finally got 
a sale. 1\fr. White and I attended the sale. We encourag~d 
bidding as far as it \Vas possible. · The property was sold, 
knocked down, to different people, and after that Mr. Rew 
died. It became necessary for the purchasers, and I believe 
in every case except one the purchasers were also.bondholders. 
One of the purchasers, through Mr. Gunter, brought a suit, 
which worked out settlement between the bondholders and 
the bank, and the amounts they had to contribute. I didn't 
bring that suit but I, representing the Parksley National 
Bank, ·had to follow the suit, and appeared for the defend-
ant, at.the taking of the depositions and the decree, etc. Our 
part of it was fiiially worked out would be about $900.00 I 
think it was. At the sale a man showed up there with a bond 
· for $960.00 roughly, that was a first lien, ahead of 
page 29 ~ all of our loans and he had to be paid· in full, 
though it had been represented to us that we were 
holding· part of a :first lien. It took some investigation and 
examination of the records to determine the correctness of 
his claim and I was finally convinced that it "ras, a man 
named Willett, that he did hold a first lien, and consented 
to the payment to him. Charles H. Poulson, we were assig·ned 
$9,000.00 bonds of Mr. and Mrs. Poulson. We sold one tract 
of land following Mr. Rew's death, and decided that while 
we had second liens on a nuinher of other tracts that we 
had no equity in that and didn't make sale. We sold only 
the Fitchett land, as I recall, and I not only went to see the 
Fitchett land, .and had Mr. Chandler and some others also 
to go to see it, to see what we should make that land bring 
in an effort to realize something on that bond. The Howard 
Wessells and "\Vinnie Wessells bonds, two bonds of theirs, 
one for $1,200.00 and one for $900.00. Mr. Howard Wessells 
in the meantime had died and we finally got a sale of his 
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place out at Nelsonia, sold it, using every effort always to 
get as much as-
The Court: Who was Trustee in that saleY 
A. My recollection .is I was substituted in the Wessells 
sale. I beg your pardon, I wasn't Trustee. I was Trustee 
in that but for the Hallwood National Bank in the Wessells 
matter. It wasn't very clear to my mind the one I had been 
substituted in, and the only one I was substituted in in our 
collateral was the Charles H. Poulson. 
page 30 ~ The Court : Who was Trustee Y 
A. Harold Littleton. I only sold one piece of 
the Poulson land. 
Q. What did that bring? 
A. $2;500.00, one piece brought $~,500.00, and we sold a 
piece of timber separately from it and that brought $1,100.00. 
Dennis .bought that. Th~y were _the only two sales that 1 
made, as I recall. 
Mr. Ayres: Has that all been fu~y paid t 
A. The timber hasn't been. I believe they made the last 
payment, which I deposited in the Trustee account at the 
bank. The first cash payment ·was $550.00, and $1,250.00, 
·$1,800.00, tha:t was distributed, and Poulson has made a fur-
ther payment. E. C. Pate and Company made an assign-
ment. We held one bond for $1,000.00. I have had some 
conferences, not so many, in that With Mr. Jeff Walter, fig-
uring that they weve working it out as rapidly as they could. 
Miss Louise Johnson's note of $1,000.00, I told them I ex-
pected to sue on them, that has 'been paid. Somers Johnson 
-Company item-of $10,000.00, ~fr. Edgar Johnson and I have 
·had quite some conferences, some-correspondence. Mr. John:-
son has reduced that I think to $7,500.00, leaving a balance 
on that of ·$7 ,500~00. Roug·hly I think I have covered most of 
-tl1e items, possibly all of -them. 
Q. :Mr. ~·Mapp, in ·your statement that you have just given 
·you made reference ·first to examination of .titles, 
page 31·} can you state approximately how many titles -yon 
and 1\fr. Barnes, of your ·office, ·have examined 
since ·it was -turned over to you T . 
A. Examined ·and re-examined. Take ·the Franklin Lewis, 
I spent·at least two days·myselftl"Yi:ng'to ferret out the own-
ership of Captain Frank, especially with reference to the 
-dower·interest of William ·R. Lewis' Widow,'Mrs. Sudie.Lewis. 
I did ~more ·.work in 'that ·particular ·case 'than I ·did _myself 
·in:nny·ofrthe:others. Mr. ~Barnes,·-who·is.here in ·court, can 
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testify. He would bring the records to me and· I sometimes 
would verify them, but I 'was depending on him in the main 
as to the detailed examinations because he examines for our 
, office. He would make the report not only to me but to the 
bank, to Mr. Chandler. There was one of those cases that I 
didn't mention. A. J. Barnes and Maggie E. Barnes. Th,ey 
had two tracts. I should say roughly the Lewis involved 
fifteen tracts on the north side. That is the 'vay Mr. Rew 
had it partitioned for sale, and twenty tracts on the south 
side. That would be thirty-five tracts. I don't mean that 
we made a detailed examination of every one of those be-
cause often in these lots several of them went together. I 
not only examined the records, but had to interview Captain 
Frank, ha.d to interview Will, some local lmowledge as to 
.former partnerships, etc. Fully though easily there would 
be an examination of fifty titles. 
page 32 ~ Q. Mr. Mapp, you refer to Mr. White several 
times. What Mr. White are you referring to? 
A. To l\1:r. S. Claud White, the Cashier of the. Parksley 
National Bank. 
· Q. What Mr. Chandler are you referring tof 
A. John W. Chandler or J. W. Chandler, of Exmore, the 
President of the Bank. I have had innumerable conferences 
with both of them, taken right much from both of them too 
because I was not going faster. 
Q. How many of this large number of sales that you have 
referred to have you attended? 
A. Where we were interested, I think we have attended 
them all. I believe at the second sale of the McAllen prop-
erty I was coming down from Maryland, expected to get by 
in time but got there after the sale. I either was there myself 
in one of the 1\!Iitchell sales. I 'vasn 't present but Mr. Barnes 
I think was. · 
Q. How many pieces of this property that was sec~rity 
for your collateral have you been to and been over in ·an ef-
fort to arrive at the value of it Y 
A. That that was sold I have been to a·nd been on or in-
~pected or by. ·I don't mean that I have gone around all of 
the lines, all of the real estate embraced in the deeds of tnrst, 
securing the bonds, that 've held as collateral. 
Q. Are you able to say as a result of the court proceed-
. - ings that yon have referred to and as a result of 
page 33 l one or two re-sales, are you ·able to· say how much 
the valnP. of the· different collateral was· increased 
by your efforts, along· with the efforts of the officials· of tne 
Parksley National Bank, who held· this indebtedn-ess:·? ·, 
A. That i-s difficult. I can figure on tJ!ree · cases; ·· · The 
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Berry, our bond for $3,500.00, which we were able to make 
good for about one hundred per cent, the property bringing 
$9,500.00, to secure $8,400.00, waiving interest, _you will get 
about one hundred per cent on that. Before the institution 
of that suit and determination of that priority was certainly 
not g·ood for more than :fifty per cent. . 
Q. Just give your totals. Figure your totals. How much 
you have increased the value of these collateral bonds. 
A. I should say $5,000.00. · 
Q. If the collateral you now hold is ~good security for the 
balance due the Parksley National Bank, that saving innures 
to the benefit of the Accomack Banking Company. 
A. Of course whatever equity left ·in the collateral goes 
to the Receiver for the benefit of the general creditors of the 
·Accomack Banking Company. 
Q. In connection with the work you have done in connec-
tion with this collateral, what have you .done, if anything, to 
collect this $25,000.00 out of the maker of these bonds. What 
have you done to collect it out of the Accomack ·Banking 
Company? 
page 34 ~ A. As I stated in the outset, we doubted that we 
had collateral enough and my first real efforts. 
were in the direction of having a Receiver appointed and 
then to have the· Receiver as diligently undertake to settle 
the affairs of the Accomack Banking Company as they could. 
To that end one of the first things that I urged, but the Court 
didn't agree with me on that, I thought we were entitled to 
know who the creditors and who the debtors of the Accomack 
Banking Company were and we made a strenuous fight for an 
accurate auditor's inventory of their liabilities and assets. 
The Court: When you did that didn't you appear before 
the ·Court as Attorney for the depositors! 
A. I appeared for both and so stated, for the Parksley 
National Bank, for Lewis ·and :Middleton, and one other I 
think it was. 
The Court: Did you insist, ~Ir. Rew was fighting pretty 
hard wasn't you asking and demanding it on behalf of th~ 
. stockholders and not on behalf of the creditors Y 
. . A. Not at that time. I don't think I was representing any 
stockholders. My fight was on behalf of the creditors of the 
Accomack Banking Company. I was representing Lewis 
and Middleton, who were large depositors, one other deposi-
tor, .I. think, and the Parksley National Bank. From that 
. . · time on I kept track of the reports that were made 
page 35 ~ in all of them, h~d copies of them made to sttbmit 
to the bank. Here is one of them now,· thaf Mr. 
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White, with his assistance, that we have analyzed. I have a 
record here as I undertook to -see what property they had 
in Maryland in an effort to force a sale at Pocomoke, some 
property been conveyed to Merritt Chandler for them, had 
that title looked into and in general did what- Here it is 
deed to the bank from J. Merritt Chandler and wife, and 
in. ~general did what I could with the limitations involved. 
Q. I notice that you have several -files. Are all of these 
·files ih cOnnection with the collection or attempted collection 
·of this $25,000.001 
A. I think 'so. 
Q. How many are there f · 
A. Some of them if just small carried in the Accomack 
Banking· Company file. These ·are ·separate files. 
Q. ·How many separate 'files in all1 . 
A. Eleven, including the Parksley National Bank. 
'Q. Mr. -Mapp, I am going to ask you this, if the Parksley 
National Bank has not been represented -by you ·or some other 
attorney in the collection of these two bonds aggregati~g 
·$25,ooo~oo, do you believe that the Pa:rksley National Bank 
would have been able to collect all of :the $25,000.00? 
-A. :No, -not without the very diligent prosecution of that 
collateral would we have realized the pa"Yment of 
:page 36 ~ our ·bonds. 
;CROSS EXAMINATION. 
·By ·Mr. :Ayres: 
·Q. In· connection ·with the Receiver's appointment and in-
vestigation, of the Receivership proceeding, in addition to 
·several depositors in 'the claim of the Parksley National Bank, 
you also represented· a ·number ·of alleged creditors· and some 
·of ·whofu;liave ·bro·ught·suit and some df whom contemplated 
suit against the A~comack Banking ·Company, did you not Y 
A. You are referring to the Larchmont bondholders. 
Q. Correct. 
A. No. ·They were:again:st Merritt· chandler. ·we·did.have 
a claim against·the Accomack Banking Company in the ·pau-
·line Satchell 'the Court ·dismissed it against ·the bank. We 
·we're usi~g·that a·s·a te·st _case and we didn't appeal on that 
ground We :aecepted 'the·'Coutt's ·decision. 1t had heen our 
thought lip· until the 'trial, of'that that· the· bank was liable. 
· ·Q. ··Do -:aU of' the other ·cases ·rest on the· ·same decision? 
A. ·P:tactieally;ra~d·we.~hrouglit-thes·e first suits against hin'l 
'·as_< an indiVidual ~~ttd··as 1 Ca:Shi~r. 
· Q. ·Did -you ·,aban1i.on 'your ::appeal prior· to ·the time that 
Parksley National Bank, etc., v. Accomack Banking Co. 33 
the Accomack Banking Company went into receivership or 
afterwards Y 
A. That was prior, but we didn't take the ap-
page 37 } peal. 
Q. You mean you conceded that the Lower 
Court's rule was correct? 
A. Yes. 
Q. You did not consider those clients as creditors of the 
Accomack Banking Company 1 
A. I didn't say that Mr. Ayres, that I didn't consider 
thetn. I haven't :filed the claims against the Accomack Bank-
ing Company. I may yet do so if it turns out that the gen-
eral creditors are going to make ·the contention worth the 
effort. 
Q. Didn't you discuss with the Court and myself last J nne 
the proper method of proceeding· on those claims, whether 
it was proper to take them up before the Special Master or 
in separate suits? 
A. That is rig·ht. There are some of them a little stronger 
than Pauline Satchell that would hook the bank up with it, 
and another thing w:e have been waiting for the Pauline 
Satchell case has gone back a second time to the Court. The 
Mears case has been sent back here now for another trial. 
That case I want to try before the Special Master. That 
'vas the case that we appealed and in the wind up if there 
is enough going to general creditors to make the fight worth 
while we certainly haven't abandoned it. 
Q. What amount will those claims approximate? 
A. Roughly the total of the Larchmont bonds that we are 
representing are $70,000.00. One against Mr. Rew's Estate 
$1,000.00. I should ·say son1ething like half of those might 
involve the bank. 
page 38 ~ Q. Then in your appearance in the Receivership 
proceedings were you or were you not represent• 
ing those various claims, as well as others Y 
A. I was representing all that I was representing, but in 
those hearing·s that Mr. Rew and I had we w·ere not predicat-
ing it on the Larchmont, but on the bank and Lewis and 
1\fiddleton chiefly, with one other depositor. 
Q. The George Hickn1an note of $250.00 I understand was 
paid direct to the bank without any collection on your part. 
A. I wrote him and gave him notice and all that but I had 
very little difficulty with it. . · 
Q. Did the bank collect the attorney's fee on that note from 
Mr. Hiclrmail.? 
A. I couldn't say about that. I assume that they did not ... 
It has not been paid me. 
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Q. In the matter of C. D. Nelson and Vernon S. Nelson, 
that was likewise paid direct to the bank? 
A. $700.00 yes. 
Q. Do you know whether or not any attorney's fee was col-
lected from them? 
A. I do not. I have had none. 
Q. The $610.00 of l\L H. Hickman was that paid direct to 
the bank or through you 1 
· A. To the bank on notice. 
page 39 ~ Q. How about the attorney's fee in regard to 
that7 
A. None been paid me. 
Q. You don't know whether the bank collected it or not? 
A. No. . 
Q. G. B: Hope $500.00. 
A. Same is true of that. 
Q. In the matter of E. C. Pate and Company, I believe you 
stated that was handled by Mr. Walter and Mr. Byrd as 
Trustee. 
A. I have had conferences with both of tl~em, particularly 
Mr. Jeff Walter. We were getting ready to enforce collec-
tion of that and had so notified them when they gave the as-
signment. 
Q. It is anticipated that that will be paid in full, or ap-
proximately. 
A. Approximately. . 
Q. In the matter of Louise ,Johnson, I understand that 
has been paid, and how was that paid. 
A. To the bank. Correspondence 'vas all I had. 
Q. Only the notice you spoke of Y 
A. No. I think I wrote a second notice or. possibly more 
than that. I am not sure of this. ~{r. Edgar J obnson, I 
think I spoke to him. 
Q. The matter of Somers Johnson and Company, which 
has been reduced by $7,500.00, the company made those pay-
ments direct to the bank? 
A. I was urging and insisting on payment, but I did direct 
them to make it to the bank. 
page 40 ~ Q. No suit was brought on any of tl1ose claims 
or anything of that Irind. 
A. No suits. 
Q. The Willian1 T. Mason papers I understand are still 
pending in the Home Owners Loan and we don't know how 
that is going to come out. Have they made an appraisal 
yet? 
A. No. Papers were completed, various pictures taken, 
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all of that, and the waivers, everything complete so far as 
we could make it at this end. 
· Q. There is no deed of trust on the Somers Johnson and 
Company paperY 
A. No. 
Q. None on the Louise Johnson paper! 
·A. No. 
Q. None on the E. C. Pate & Company paperY 
A. No. 
Q. None on the G. B. Hope paper1 
A. No. 
Q. Any on the M. H. Hickman paperY 
A. I don't think so. $610.00. 
Q. You made then no title examination in regard to any 
of these I have just mentioned Y . 
A. No. 
Q. The C. D. Nelson and wife, did you make any title exam-
ination of their paperY 
page 41 ~ A. I don't think so. I made an investigation as 
to the people. I didn't know Mr. Nelson was one 
as to what property they held, as to their responsibility. I 
did that also with all of the others. 
Q. Then you don't think you made a title examination Y 
A. No. 
Q. In regard to the George Hickman, any title examination 
in that caseY 
A. No. 
Q. The Georg·e Berry you said you did examine that title. 
A. Yes, two 'tracts of that. It involved the examination 
of another tract his wife purchased it and failed to comply 
with the terms. 
Q. The Arthur McAllen, did you examine that title? 
A. Yes, sir. That involved not only the McAllen title but 
the Savage title, and a tract up in Maryland. I believe you 
are to work on that up in Maryland now. 
Q. The A. J. Barnes and Maggie, that has been sold in a 
suit conducted by Mr. Barnes and myself. Did you or your 
office examine that title? 
A. Yes, two tracts. Tried to get Mrs. Barnes' .brother to 
assume payment of it. 
Q. The Howard and Winnie Wessells property Y 
A. The title in that, I don't recall the number. Mr. Barnes 
I think made examination, certainly one tract. It was sold 
by Mr. Littleton as Trustee. 
page 42 ~ Q. The Charles H. and Annie Poulson t 
A. There were two or three tracts in that. The 
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Nelson property, we didn't sell that because we didn't think 
we had an equity in it. vVe only sold what we were first on. 
Q. The G. W. Mitchell did you make any examination of 
title in that 7 
A. Yes. That is a piece of property not far from Garga-
tha, on the cross road, had been one of the highest pieces of 
property ever sold on the shore. I think 1\fr. Barnes ex-
amined the title. I think there are two tracts. 
Q. The E. 0. Hickman property, you say a bond turned up 
on the day of sale. I don't figure that had been examined. 
A. Yes. We had been assured that bond had been taken 
care of, but when they produced the bond I was led later to 
believe they were entitled to it. 
Q. The Berry property of $1,300.00 you contend you in-
creased the value of that by half. 
A. $1,300.00, you mean $3,500.00. 
, Q. You estimate you increased the value $1, 750.00. 
A. That property wouldn't have brought over $4,000.00. 
Q. The other bondholders co-operated with you in that T 
A. They came in if we 'vere to undertake to handle the 
thing. 
Q. By handle you mean finance it? 
A. Not necessarily. That they-we would look out for it 
and care for it. They were going along to the extent of their 
amounts. 
page 43 ~ Q. It Is reasonable to suppose that this balance 
of approximately $5,000.00 worth of bondholders 
would have protected the property in some manner. 
A. It was with some difficulty that we got them even to 
come in with us. 
Q. They were going to write off what they had? 
A. They were going to let it go at the highest bid and take 
what they got. . 
Q. Which· is the other property that you feel you increased 
the value ofT 
A. The Franklin C. Lewis property. That involves a big 
timber sale in which there 'vere paid second liens where they 
ought to have paid out of the purchase money first. We are 
not through with that. We certainly increased our holding·s 
or the value of them fifty per cent in tl1at. 
Q. That hasn't been sold yet. What is your opinion of 
what we will probably realize on that property? 
A. The property on the north side was knocked down at 
$5,200.00. It will not bring so much now. 
Q. Do you think we will get $1,500.00 now? 
A. If not I shaH not ask the Court to confirm it. 
Q. Wouldn't you he satisfied with $1,500.007 
Parksley National Bank, etc., v. Accomack Banking Co. 37 
A. No. I think it ought to bring $2,500.00 in the poor con-
. dition that it is. The farm property, over 1,000 acres of 
cleared and woods land, being in bad shape, twenty tracts of 
it, certainly ought to bring $5,000.00, about the whole of 
Doe Neck, some timber on it. 
page 44 ~ Q. Do you have any idea we can get anything 
like $5,000.00 for it 1 
A. What I have been trying to do is to sell it to some non-
residents and for that reason I have taken two down there, 
one of them seemed some,vhat impressed as a game preserve. 
I had a little tract down there myself, I wanted to throw in 
as a game preserve. 
Q. That is about all it is fit for? 
A. It is very good land, but it is like a lot of other land. 
It has been neglected. 
Q. Don't you honestly feel that if we should realize $5,000.00 
from all of the Franklin 0 Lewis property we 'viii be doing 
well? 
A. I don't think so. "\Ve made a big mistake to call it off 
in the spring of 1932. It was bringing much better than that 
that day and "re were not satisfied with it. 
Q. What would you say in dollars and cents that your ef-
forts have increased the value of that property? 
A. I should say $2,500.00 to $3,000.00. . 
Q. What were the other pieces of property that you feel 
your efforts had increased~ 
A. The William T. 1\tfason, instead of the bank's holding 
three-fifth of $5,000.00, we now hold $3,000.00, first lien. We 
figure we ought to get practically that full $3,000.00. He 
has a nice home, well located, and if they make his loan in 
proportion to what they are making on Ohinco-
page 45 ~ teague, Saxis, and other places, they will make 
the full $3,000.00. If that had been put up and 
sold at -public auction it would have brought about $1,500.00. 
Q. You will .have increased that by about $1,200.00 you be-
lieve? 
A. $1,200.00 or $1,500.00. Take the Poulson land, by sell-
ing the timber separately, and finding a purchaser for the 
timber, I think we probably made $1,000.00 for the bank. 
The George Mitchell property on the second sale brought 
more than it did on the first. What credit we are entitled to 
there I couldn't say, may not have been entitled to any great 
deal. The ~IcAllen property, I think 've added something 
to the values there. 
Q. I believe you said you spent about two days on the 
Franklin Lewis titles? 
A. Yes. There was a question there (Mr. Ayres, you never 
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did go into it, said I had been mixed up in it more) but there 
was a question as to what do,ver was in it. Ruined the other 
sales. We had to definitely ascertain that. We found that 
the old lady had dower in four-ninths of some of the lot prop-
erty there. 
Q. There was some thirty tracts in that Franklin Lewis 
property, I believe Y 
A. Thirty-five, I believe. 
Q. If you examined them in two days, the examinations 
were not found to be very difficultY 
page 46 r A. 1\1:r. Barnes had examined that all before I · 
took ·it up and I spent about two days trying to 
straighten that out. The old partnership between Justis and 
Lewis, it was all involved. 
S. CLAUD WHITE, 
being ·first duly sworn, testified as follows= 
DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. Mapp: 
Q Mr. White, you are ·Cashier of the Parksley National 
Bank, are you not f 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And have been such since long before 1931, have you 
notY . 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Mr. White, you llave heard Mr. G. Walter Mapp's evi-
dence! 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. When were these two notes given your bank by the Ac-
comack Banking Company turned ove-r to Mr. Mapp. for col-
lection? 
A. The notes were made December 18th and 19th. 
Q. Of what year Y 
A. December, 1931. The bank failed to open December 
21, 1931, and we put the collection of the notes, together with 
the collateral, in Mr. Mapp 's hands immediately ·after tl1e 
bank closed. . . 
Q. l\{r. White, what was the understanding of your bank 
with 1\{r. Mapp about a fee in the collection of 
page 4 7 ~ these two notes 1 
- A. Ten per cent of the $25,000.00 to be his fee. 
Q. In other words the only fee he was to get was the ten 
per cent! 
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A. We told Mr. Mapp that the bank would not pay the fee, 
it had to come from ·the collection ·of the collateral of the 
Accomack Banking Company. 
Q. Some reference has been made to Mr. J. W. Chandler, 
the President of the bank. Why isn't he here today Y 
A. He is very ill. 
Q. Have you th~se two notes, the $13,000.00 and $12,000.00, 
with youY 
A. I don't believ:e I have. I thought they were all together 
but they don't seem to be. Yes, here they are. 
Q. One of these notes is dated December 18, 1931. That is 
for $13,000.00. The other, dated December 19, 1931, i~ for 
$12,000.00. We ask leave of the Court to have Mr. White 
file with the Court copies of the notes in lieu of the origi-
nals, copy of the notes and all credits thereon. I hand Your 
Honor both of these original notes. Mr. White, are allcredits 
to date shown on these two notes Y 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. What is the balance due as of today on the $25,000.00, 
represented by those two notes Y 
.. lt. $7 ,125.55, and interest from November 22, 1934. 
Q. I take it it will. be satisfactory with the Court to file 
copies of the notes Y 
Note: See copies appended. 
page 48} Q. Mr. White, you say you have heard Mr. 
1\fapp's· evidence. So far as that evidence covered 
matters with \vhich you were personally familiar, was it or 
'vas it not correct? 
A. Correct. 
Q. I am going to ask you this question: From your famili-
arity with this collection, in your opinion, would your bank 
have collected the $25,000.00 due it, with accrued interest, un-
less it had been represented by Mr. Mapp or some other at-
torney? -
A. I don't think so. 
Q. Is there any further statement you want to make, Mr. 
White? 
A. No. 
Q. Mr. White, has any payment been made on that ten per 
cent collection fee, either by the Accomack Banking Company, 
maker of the notes, or any of those whose obligations yon held 
as collateral security? 
· A. No payment has been made and the Accomack Banking 
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Company has been given credit for all of the money the Parks-
ley National Bank has received. · 
CROSS EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. Ayres: 
Q. Whe~ Mr. and Mrs. George Hickman paid you their 
note, did you surrender it to them Y 
.A. Yes, sir. 
Q. .And the ten per cent was not paid f 
. A. No, sir. 
Q. Does the same apply to C. D. MitchelU 
page 49 ~ A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Same applies to to M. ·H. Hickman Y 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q~ G. B. Hope? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Louise Johnson 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q ... I believe they are the only ones paid in full up to this 
time? 
A. Yes, sir. 
The Court: Why didn't you collect the Attorney's fee 
from those notes, which called for it, I am sure? 
A. I can't say whether their note called for a ten per cent 
or not. It wasn't our note at all. It was the Accomack Bank-
ing Company. 
RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
~y ¥r. Mapp: 
Q. I will ask you this: Were you asked by the Accomack 
Banking Company Receiver, or any represent~tive of the 
banking company, or Receiver, to collect out of the collateral 
notes any ten per cent collection fee? 
A. No, sir, none whatever. 
Q. And those notes were simply collateral to the two notes 
vou have offered in evidence? 
·· .A. Yes, sir. 
Mr. A'yres: Nobody told you not to collect it! 
A. No, sir. 
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page 50} G. WALTER MAP·P, 
being recalled, testified as follows: 
By Mr. Mapp: 
Q. ~:fr. Ayres asked you about various Larchmont suits, 
which has a more or less familiar ring to me, did your work 
in connection with the Larchmont litigation make any lighter 
your work in attempting to collect this $25,000.00 due the 
Parksley National by the Accomack Banking Company? 
A. Absolutely not. 
HERBE·RT BARNES, 
being first duly sworn, testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By Mr: 1\fapp: 
Q. 1fr. Barnes, you are in the office of Mr. G. Walter MappY 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. You have heard his evidence? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Did you examine title to any of the property securing 
these collateral notes~ 
' A. Yes, sir, examined title to nine or ten differ-
page 51 } ent debtors. 
Q. Did you attend any of the sales? 
A. I think I attended the Charlie Poulson sale and the 
first sale of the Mitchell land. 
(~. Are you able to say how much time you gave to the ex-
amination of these titles? 
A. No, sir, I am not. Some more or less difficult and others 
comparatively easy. I never kept any record of the time I 
spent in exan1ination. 
ERNEST RUEDIGER, 
being first duly sworn, testified as· follows : 
DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. 1\{app: 
Q. You are a practicing attorney at law on the Eastern 
Shore of Virginia, are you not? 
A. Yes, sir . 
. Q. How long have you been. practicing on this ShoreY 
A. Twenty-three years. . · 
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Q. You have been referred to as being on the opposite side 
in ronnection with the Berry litigation that resulted from the 
attempt to collect one of these collatet~al notes, now in ques. 
ti on, is that correct Y 
.A. It is. 
Q. I will ask you to summarize briefly the work that was 
doric by Mr. ~lapp as attorney for the Parksley National Bank 
' in connection with that litigation Y 
page 52 ~ A. ~fr. ~{a pp, as well as I recall, the deed of 
trust secured some $12.,000.00 or $13,000.00. The 
correct amount I do not kno,v. But I represented ~Irs. Jane 
Byrd, who had a $2,000.00 bond, and Mrs. Gill, Assignee of 
her brother Barrett Hickn1an, a bond for $1,680.00. They 
caine in the clause of that deed of trust, after the $8,000.00 
lot of bonds, ''and further to secure''. Well, I had understood 
from the party who wrote that deed of trust and the under-
standing of all parties that if they needed that amount of 
money that it was to be a part of the first lien and· I tried 
to impress the Court, and the Court didn't see it my way, 
and as a result those two bonds came in after the payment 
of the first bonds. I can say 'vhat ~{r. Mapp said with ref-
erence to the sale, because if the Parksley National Bank 
hadn't got in there Mrs. Berry would have gotten it for 
around $4,000.00. · 
Q. As a matter of fact she had to give how much Y 
A. $9,500.00, we were figuring. 
Q. !vir. Ruediger, are you familiar, apart from Mr. Mapp 's 
evidence, with any of the other work that has been done by 
him as attorney for the Parksley National Bank, in an effort 
to collect this outstanding obligation of $2,500.00? 
A. Mr. Ma pp, I cttn 't recall. I know he has been in court 
once or twice in matters, but I have no definite recollection. 
· Q. Yon have heard his evidence today have you not f 
A. I have. 
Q. If his evidence is correct as to what has been 
page 53 ~ done in an effort to collect these two bonds aggre-
gating $25,000.00, if his evidence on that point is 
correct, would you or would you not say that the ten per cent 
collection fee provided for is or is not a reasonable fee and 
charge? 
A. This is the practice in this county, among all lawyers, 
whether they did any work or not, if it calls for ten per cent, 
~nd 'vas passed over for collection, my clients have to ·pay it. 
Q. In vie'v of the 'vork that has been done in addition to the 
practice you refer to, what would you say about the charge 
of ten per cent! In other words, $2,500.00' 
A. As I understand the praetice here Mr. Walter :Mapp is 
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entitled to the ten per cent collection fee in that note. He has 
done considerable work. I don't know all the other work. 1 
should say it was a reasonable fee for the collection of that 
money. 
CROSS EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. Ayres: 
· Q. Have you ever known a case where ten per cent ·was 
~harged on an amount as large as $25,000.00 Y 
A. 1\{r. Ayres, I don't know of an attorney at the Acco-
mack Bar, except on one or two instances, where they left 
it out. I have settled some fair sized ones for :five per cent in 
one or two cases, where they were put there to be made safe 
on the record. 
Q. My question was whether or not you knew of any case 
in this county where ten per cent was charged on an amount 
a:s large as $25,000.00¥ 
A. I cannot recall that amount being collected by 
page 54 ~ any particular person just now. It is quite a large 
sum and that amount of money is not usus ally 
involved between parties. 
Q. ·In handling some large matters you have reduced your 
fcc to five per cent ? . 
A. In one or two instances and I think on one occasion I 
reduced my fee to five per cent. Didh 't do any work at all 
simply a question of putting it on record. _ 
Q. You have made a practice of reducing it some cases in 
large amounts yourself Y 
A. No, sir .. I have done it in one or two instances. 
RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. Mapp: 
Q. Have you or have you not known any other attorney 
at this Bar, where he has done in proPQrtion to the amount 
involved, the amount of ·work that Mr. Mapp has done, reduce 
his fee one nickle, that ten per cent? 
A. They have never reduced in my practice one cent, ex-
cept in one or two instances, where they have done nQ .work at 
all, simply -put the note on record. 
44 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
ROY D. WIDTE, 
being first duly sworn, t.estified as follows : 
DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By 1Yir. Mapp: 
Q. Mr. White, have you heard the evidence in this case, 
hear Mr. Mapp 's testimony? · 
A. Yes, sir. 
page 55 ~ Q. How long have you been practicing at this 
bar? 
A. Twenty years. 
Q. How long? 
A. Twenty years or more. 
Q. If Mr. Mapp has done the work as he has testified to in 
an effort to collect the $25,000.00 due the Parksley National 
Bank by the· Accomack Banking Company, would you or would 
you not say that the fee of ten per cent named in these two 
notes is or is not a reasonable fee Y 
A. I don't know whether a witness ought to be prepared or 
not. This is the first I have heard of this. But I came up 
and heard what he said about the various and sundry notes 
and the trouble that he had g·one to and I did have a little bit 
of information because I was asked one time by the Cashier 
. of the bank to look over them, that was the notes that were 
security for these two, and I familiarized myself more or less 
wiLh it. I know he has been to quite some little trouble, I 
think, but it looks to me like hardly need any testimony from 
me. The Court has heard every case. He knows how much 
he has done. 
Q. I will ask you this, 1Yir. vVhite, what is the usual practice 
at this Bar, where you make a collection and you do some real 
work to collect the judgment, do you charge ten per cent or 
·not? 
A. Yes. Lots of them do it when thev don't do 
page 56 ~ any real work. ., 
Q. Have you ever known of any at this Bar, 
when real work was done, when they took off the ten per 
cent? 
A. No, I haven't. 
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ELMER W. SOMERS. 
being first duly sworn, testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By ~fr. Mapp: 
Q. How long have you been practicing at this Bart 
1\.. I was admitted in 1913. 
Q. Did you hear Mr. Mapp's evidence¥ 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Ha·ve you been personally connected with any of this 
litigation Y 
A. No, sir. 
Q. If Mr. Mapp has correctly stated the amount of work be 
did in an effort to collect these two notes, would you or would 
you not say that the ten per cent collection fee provided 
for in these notes, was or was not a reasonable feeT 
A. From the amount of work he has stated he has done I 
regard it as a reasonable fee. In some cases it was a good 
fee and in some cases he didn't get paid. 
Q. What is the usual practice as to that ten per 
page 57 ~ cent and what has been the practice if any actual 
work is done in the collection of a note Y 
A. The Attorneys get the fee. 
Q. Have you known of a case where any work was done 
where he has waived any part of that collection fee¥ 
A. I don't recall. They probably have when there wasn't 
w> much done, but they generally collect it. 
Note: G. 'Valter 1\tfapp, Attorney, and the Parksley N a-
tiona] Bank here rested their case~ The following evidence 
was offered in behalf of the J\fetompkin Bank and Trust Com-
pany, R.eceivers of the Accomack Banking Company. 
HAROLD A. LITTLETON, 
being first duly sworn, testified as follows : 
DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
Rv Mr .. A.vres: 
·Q. You ·were Cashier for the old Accomack Banking Com-
pany, were you not? 
A. In the Bloxom office. 
Q. How long· have you been· Cashier theref 
A. Since ·1901. 
Q. Do you know 'vhether or not the notes used bo~h in the 
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Bloxom office and Parksley office contained a provision for 
ten per cent collection charges¥ 
A. Yes, sir. 
page 58 ~ Q. In both offices t 
A. Yes, sir. 
CROSS EXA}JIINATION. 
By 1\Ir. Mapp: 
Q. Did you ever notify the Parksley National Bank, or 
Receiver, or anyone else, to collect that ten per cent? 
.A. We didn't direct them to or not to. 
Q. Some of the paper was secured by deed of trustf 
A. Yes, sir. · 
Q. Was the collateral paper secured by deed of trust, did 
that carry ten per cent collection charge or was that form. 
drawn by Harry Re·w, secured by deed of trust f 
· A. Some of them did and some did not. 
The Court: Don't make any difference. I have a ruling 
that they can't collect both. 
Q. Mr. Littleton, ·did the bond that was turned over as 
collateral, signed by William T. }.!ason and wife, did that pro-
vide for collection fee f 
A. I don't think so. 
Q. Did the bond of Edward 0. Hickman and wife, that was 
turned over, secured bv deed of trust, did that provide for 
co1lection feef .. 
A. I couldn't say. 
· Q. I am asking you if you knowY 
· A. I said some did and some didn't. 
Q. Did they or not f 
page 59 r A. I don't think they did. 
Q. Franklin C. Lewis¥ 
.l\.. They didn't. 
Q. G. W. ~Htchellf 
A. They did. 
Q. Charles H. Poulson and wifeY 
A. They did. 
Q. Howard Wessells f 
A. Thev did. 
Q. A. J. Barnes f 
lt. They did. · 
Q. George McAllen f 
· ·A. I ~hink they did. 
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Q. The ones .you say did was the Mitchell, Poulson, Wes-
sells, Barnes, and McAllen. Did any of these pay out in full! 
Q. G. W. Mitchell Y 
A. No, sir. 
Q. Charles Poulson f 
A. Did not. 
Q. Howard Wessells Y 
.l\. Did not. 
Q. A. J. Barnes 7 
.l\. Was that the $900.00? 
Q. Yes. 
A. The land has been sold and brought way over the 
$900.00, but the money hasn't been paid over. 
Q. G. Arthur McAllen Y 
page 60 ~ A. Did not. 
RE-DffiECT EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. Ayres:· 
Q. Follo·wing that examination, George Hickman and wife, 
did that contain the ten per cent? 
A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Paid in full. C. D. Nelson and wife, did that contain the 
ten per cent? 
A. It did. 
Q. Paid in full. l\L H. Hickman Y 
... A. Contained the ten per cent and paid in full. 
Q. E. C. Pate and company Y 
A. Contained the ten per cent. Property was sold. Will 
he paid in full. 
Q. Louise Johnson¥ . 
A. Contained the ten per cent and paid in full. 
The Court : How much 'vas that containing the ten per 
cent paid in full 7 
·lVIr. Ayres: $2,060.00. 
$1.3,000.00 PARKSLEY, Va., December 18, 1931 
On De:mand After date, for money loaned We Promise to 
pay to the order of The PARKSLEY NATIONAL BANK, 
P .. A.R-KSLEY, Va. THIRTEEN THOUSAND* 00/100 DOL-
T.JARS Negotiable and Payable at THE· PARKSLEY NA-
TIONAIJ BANK, PARKSLEY, Va .. The makers and each 
endorser of this -note hereby waive presentments, de:m,and, 
protest and notice of dishonor, and each of said makers and 
endorsers hereby waive the benefit of the homestead or any 
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other exemption as to this debt. If default be made in pay-
ment of this obligation, we, the makers and endorsers, hereby 
agree to pay ten per centum additional as attorney's fee and 
we hereby constitute our attorney in fact for the purpose of, 
and he.reby authorize said attorney, in the event of such de-
fault, to confess judg·ment against us in the Clerk's Office of 
the Circuit Court of County, Virginia in favor of 
the holder of this note, for the amount then due thereon and 
the costs including the attorney's fees herein provided for. 
This note is given for money lent. 
Given under · hand and seal the day and year first above 
written. 
No. 26794 
ACCOMAC!{ BANKING CO., INC., (Seal) 
of Bloxom, Va. 
By H. A. LITTLETON, Cashier (Seal) 
A copy of the original note : 
Attest: 
VIRGINIA B. BULL, 
S.C. WHITE. 
The original notes contain notation of numerous partial 
payment credits, not deemed necessary to be copied. 
G. WAL,TER MAPP, 
B. DRU1fl\!OND AYRES. 
$12,000.00 PARI<SLEY, Va., December 19, 1931 
On Demand After date, for money loaned We Promise to 
pay to the order of The PARKSLEY NATIONAL BANK, 
PARKSLEY, Va., TWELVE THOUSAND Al~D Noj100 
DOLLARS Negotiable and Payable at THE P ARI{SLEY 
NATIONAL BANI{, PARKSLEY, Va. The makers and each 
endorser of this note hereby waive presentment, deniand, pro-
test and notice of dishonor, and each of said makers and en-
dorsers hereby waive the benefit of the homestead or any 
other exemption as to this debt. If default be made in pay-
ment of this obligation, we, the makers and endorsers, hereby 
agree to pay ten per centum additional as -attorney's fee and 
we hereby constitute our attorney in fact for the 
purpose of, and hereby authorize said attorney, in the event 
Parksley N'ational Bank, etc., v. Accomack Banking Co. 49 
of such default, to confess judgment against us in the Clerk's 
Office of the Circuit Court of County, Virginia, in 
favor of the holder of this note, for the amount then due 
thereon and the costs including the attorney's fees herein 
provided for. This note is given for money lent. 
Given under hand and seal the day and year :first above 
written. 
No. 26793 
ACCOMAC!{ BANKING CO. 
J.l\1. CHANDLER Cashier 
(Seal) 
(Seal) 
l'l .. copy of the original note : 
Attest: 
VIRGINIA B. BULL, 
S.C. WIDTE. 
The original notes contain notation of numerous partial" 
payment credits, not deemed necessary to be copied. 
G. V.lALTER MAPP, 
B. DRUM}JIOND AYRES. 
page 61 }- I, John E. Nottingham, Judge of the Circuit 
Court or Accomack County, hereby certify that 
the foregoing- is a transcript of the evidence heard ore tenus 
on the trial of the petition of the Metompkin Bank and Trust 
Company, Receiver of the Accon1ack Banking Company in 
the suit of the State Corporation Commission v. 1\.ccomack 
Banking Company, Inc., praying for authority to pay off in 
debtedness due Parksley National Bank, of Parksley, Vir-
p:i.nia, and by the decree entered on the 6th day of February, 
1935, directed to be filed with the record as a part thereof. 
Given under my hand this the 23 day of July, 1935. 
JNO. E. NOTTINGHAM, 
Judge of the Circuit Court of Accomack 
County, Virginia. 
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of the 
transcript of evidence filed in the above mentioned case. 
JNO. E. NOTTINGHAM, 
Judge of the Circuit Court of Accomack 
County, Virginia. 
50 Supreme C9urt of Appeals of Virginia. 
page 62 ~ State of Virginia, 
County of Accomack, to-wit: 
I, John D. Grant~ ,Jr. Clerk of the Circuit Court for the 
County of Accomack, in the State of Virginia, do hereby cer-
tify that the foregoing is a true transcript of that part of the 
record and proceedings in the chancery suit of St~te Corpo-
ration Commission of Virgi11ia against Accomack Banking 
Company, Incorporated, Parksley, Virginia, pending in said 
Court as relates to the petition of Metompkin Bank and Trust 
Company, Receiver of the Acsomack Banking Company, In-
corporated, filed in said Court February 6, 1935, which .in-
cludes a copy of the transcript of evidence certified by the 
.Judge of said Court and filed in the above mentioned case. 
And I further hereby certify that the Attorney for the said 
Receiver was duly notified of the intention of the Parksley 
National Bank and G. Walter Mapp to have the foregoing 
transcript of the record made up. · 
The cost of this transcript is $17.10, and is charged to the 
·said Parksley National Bank and G. Walter Mapp. 
JOHN D. GRANT, JR., Clerk. 
A Copy-Teste : 
M. B. WATTS~ C. C. 
I 
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